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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE PROFESSION are anxiously looking for the report of the 
Chancery Chambers Committee, which, although it is to be 
presented for the assistance of the Lord Chancellor, will, it is 
presumed, be made public. If rumour is correct, no report has 
yet been agreed upon; and no surprise need be felt if it should 
prove that some members of the commictee, most intimately 
acquainted with the transaction of Chancery business, feel con- 
siderable ¢ifficulty in assenting to some of the suggestions which 
have been made. 





Aw Orpex or Court, which we print elsewhere, was published 
on Monday last. It transfers forty actions from Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon and thirty from Mr. Justice Pearson to Mr. Justice Norru 
for the purpose only of trial or hearing. 





Mr. Justice Freip will, on Monday next, resume the hearing of 
the part-heard Chancery case of Hordern v. Faulkner, which stood 
over, Owing to his absence en circuit. 





Tne Last FEW Days have been rather prolific,in cases on the 
Remuneration Order. One of them, Jn re Wilson, decided by 
the Court of Appeal on Monday, excited a good deal of interest, for 
the ruling of the taxing mastear which was appealed from afforded 
a remarkable instance of the p irful process of being hoist on your 
own petard. We all know that the ‘conducting fee,” and the 
provisions relating to it in rule 11, owe their origin to the Liver- 
pool solicitors, and were framed with a view to their practice of 
restricting the function of the auctioneer to an appearance in the 
‘pulpit’ in consideration of a small fixed fee. But even the 
Liverpool solicitors have not yet attained sufficient expertness in 
valuing, surveying, and mapping to enable them to dispense with 
the preparatory services of surveyors. It has always been con- 
sidered that this employment and payment of a surveyor for such 
preparatory services does not disentitle the solicitor to the ‘‘ con- 
ducting fee,” such payment being recogn*7ed as an extra by clause 
4 of the Order. But in Jn re Wilson the taxing master disallowed 
the ‘‘tonducting fee” to a Liverpool solicitor on the ground 
that, as an auctioneer and a surveyor had been employed, the 
solicitor had not ‘conducted the sale.”” The Court of Appeal 
affirmed the disallowance, on the ground that “the account of the 
surveyor’s charges showed that many of ‘the things for which he 
had charged ought to have been done by the person who conducted the 
tale. Consequently, the solicitor had not conducted the sale, and 
could not charge for having done so, the surveyor having done 
much of what he should have done.” This, we suppose, is an 
application of the important principle laid down in Jn re Lacey ¥ 
Sons (32 W. R. 233, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 301), that the scale fees in 
Schedule I., Part I., only apply where the solicitor has substantially 
done all the work mentioned in the scale as being that for which the 
fee is allowed; but the importance o2 the decision lies in this— 
that, if the work done by the surveyor was (as it appears to have 
been) entirely preparatoiy to the sale, the meaning of “ conduct 
ing a sale by auction ’’ has been extended by the court beyond the 
actual sale, so as to include preparation for sale. In this view 
the decision is of great importance. It would seem that (alto- 
gether independently of any question under rule 11 of Schedule I., 
Part I.), if anything is done by a surveyor before the sale which 
falls within the scope of a solicitor’s ordinary duties, the solicitor 
cannot claim the ‘‘ conducting fee.” We are informed that the 





work specified in the surveyor’s charges in the recent case as hav- 
ing been done by him was of the following nature :—“ Surveying 
property and comparing plan attached to deeds with existing 
boundaries ; preparing plan and dividing into lots for purposes of 
sale; making copies; conference with solicitor as to relotting ; 
survey of house and grounds for particulars of sale; valuation of 
property ; preparation of plan in detail ; measuring boundaries and 
checking area,’ &c. It is not very easy to see how most of these 


things ought to have been, or could have been, done by the solici- 
tor. 





In anorneRr cask of Jn re Field, the Court of Appeal affirmed the 
decision of Mr. Justice Currry (ante, p. 358), that the scale charge 
“‘ for preparing, settling, and completing lease and counterpart ” 
covers all negotiations and attendances preliminary to the settlement 
of the heads of terms from which the lease was pre . We have 
always felt some doubt on this point, but the language of clause 2 
(b.) of the Order favours the view adopted by the court, and 
the matter must now be taken to be settled. Lastly, an attempt 
was made in Jn re Merchant Taylors’ Company to apply the 
paragraph unfortunately inserted, at the suggestion of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society, at the end of rule 11 of Schedule 
I., Part I., to re-investments in land of money paid into court 
under the Lands Clauses Acts. Mr. Justice Currry held that the 
clause had not this extended meaning. This is in accordance with 
the decisions of the taxing masters in several cases, and also with 
an opinion given by tke Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 





Tue Reetstration (Occvrationy Vorers) Bitz, upon which we 
recently commented, has just been reprinted as amended by the 
Select Committee of the House of Commons, and now appears very 
much increased in size and importance. As originally drawn, the 
Bill contained a clause empowering her Majesty in Council, as soon 
as it should be passed, to issue new or altered forms of claims to 
vote, and notices of objection, and the like. For this clause there 
has been substituted an entirely new one, providing that ‘‘the 
forms and instructions contained in the second and third schedules 
to this Act shall be substituted for the forms, instructions, and 
directions contained in the schedules to the Parliamentary Regis- 
tration Act, 1843, the County Registration Act, 1865, the Parlia- 
mentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, and the Represen- 
tation of the People Act, 1884.” The schedules to the Bill, 
therefore, contain a complete schedule of parliamentary registration 
forms, and, replacing as they will a heterogeneous body scattered 
over four statutes, will greatly simplify and facilitate the labours 
of overseers, town clerks, revising barristers, and others engaged in 
the business of registration. The ‘‘ instructions” accompanying 
the forms are of a most precise and detailed character, explaining 
the persons entitled to be registered, the meaning of the expres- 
sions used, and the mode of making out and publishing the lists ; 
the whole, together with the forms, occupying some sixty pages of 
closely-printed matter. Dates are, of course, plentifully scattered 
over the Bill and schedules, and we observe that, by clause 7, it is 
now provided that ‘clerks of the peace and town clerks shall send 
their precepts to the overseers in the present year within seven 
days after the passing of this Act, and, in any subsequent year, on, 
or within seven days before, the fifteenth of April.” Some few of 
the paragraphs of the “instructions” are to be omitted in 1885, 
but the “ 1st of June next,” in connection with arrears of rates, 
is expressly named in one of the paragraphs intended to apply to 
1885, so that it is intended and is expedient that the Bill should 
pass as soon as possible. The very important clause that *‘any 
person deemed to be an inhabitant occupier under section 3 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1884, shall be qualified to be 
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registered, as if the provisions of that Act had been in force 
throughout the year 1884, and had been carried into effect,” 
appears again unaltered. There are no repeals of any consequence. 





In neEversine the decision of Cave, J., in the case of Ex parte 
Warren, the Court of Appeal last week exposed a pitfall under the 
Bankruptcy Act into which it appears the most natural thing in 
the world for a practitioner to stumble. The question arose under 
section 46, sub-section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
provides that, ‘‘where the goods of a debtor are sold under an 
execution in respect of a judgment for a sum exceeding £20, the 
sheriff shall deduct the costs of the execution from the proceeds of 
sale and retain the balance for fourteen days, and if, within that 
time, notice is served on him of a bankruptcy petition having been 
presented against or by the debtor, and the debtor is adjudged 
bankrupt thereon, or on any other petition of which the sheriff 
has notice, the sheriff shall pay the balance to the trustee in the 
bankruptcy, who shall be entitled to retain the same as against 
the execution creditor ; but otherwise he shall deal with it as if 
no notice of the presentation of a bankruptcy petition had been 
served on him.” The interpretation section of the Act (section 
168) provides that “‘ ‘sheriff’ includes any officer charged with 
the execution of a writ or other process.” In the case of Ex 
parte Warren the facts were that a warrant of execution was 
lodged with the serjeant-at-mace of the Lord Mayor’s Court under 
a judgment obtained by a creditor against a debtor in that court 
for the sum of £104. On going to the premises of the debtor, 
the serjeant-at-mace found an officer in possession from the sheriff 
of London, under writs of execution issued out of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of the High Court. The serjeant-at-mace there- 
upon, in accordance with the usual practice in such cases, intrusted 
the officer of the sheriff of London with the execution of the 
warrant from the Lord Mayor’s Court. Such officer sold under 
the warrant, and, the following day, paid out of the proceeds 
£104 to the serjeant-at-mace. The next day, notice of a bank- 
ruptcy petition having been filed against the execution debtor 
(under which he was subsequently adjudged bankrupt), was 
served upon the officer of the sheriff of London, but no notice 
thereof was served upon the serjeant-at-mace. The trustee under 
the bankruptcy claimed the £104 by virtue of section 46, sub- 
section 2, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and his claim was 
allowed by Cave, J., who held that notice to the officer 
of the sheriff of London was sufficient under the interpreta- 
tion section, he being the “ officer charged with the execution of” 
the warrant. On appeal, however, this finding was reversed, on 
the ground that the notice should have been served upon the ser- 
jeant-at-mace, and that notice to the officer of the sheriff of London 
was not sufficient, he being only an agent of the serjeant-at-mace 
to do part of his duty—viz., to levy, sell, and hand over the money 
— the serjeant-at-mace being the “officer charged with the 
execution of” the warrant. We have no desire to question the 
technical correctness of this decision, but it does appear to us that 
the decision of Cave, J., if it had been allowed to stand, would 
have given rise to less difficulty in working out the section, and 
would have better carried out the intention of the Legislature. 
The officer of the sheriff of London, under executions from the 
High Court, would be the proper person to whom notice should 
be given, and, the levy and sale having been carried out by him, 
there was nothing more natural than to suppose that he was the 
proper to receive notice in that case, as he certainly 
ostensibly was. And if the bankruptcy petition happened to be 
presented by acreditor who was in ignorance of the debtor’s affairs, 

e would probably not have any means of knowing, or even of 
ascertaining, until after the fourteen days had expired, anything 
different. At any rate, the result of the decision is to throw upon 
bankruptcy practitioners a further duty under the section than that 
of merely giving notice to the officer ostensibly charged with the 
execution of the process. It will now be necessary for them to 
make inquiries out of what court the process has issued, so as to 
ascertain whether the officer executing the process is doing so as 
himself the officer of the court, or only us deputy or agent for the 
proper officer of another court. 


Few rucvisions in the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, were the subject of 
more litigation than section 72 of that Act, which, for the first 





time, extended the eran of the courts in bankruptcy “to 
decide all questions of priorities and all other questions whatsoever, 
whether of law or fact, which may arise in any case of bankruptcy 
coming within the cognizance of the court, or which the court 
may deem it expedient or necessary to decide for the purpose of 
doing complete justice or making a complete distribution of 
property in any such case.” This provision has been re-enacted 
by section 102, sub-section 1, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, with 
the addition of a somewhat important proviso, excluding the 
jurisdiction in respect to claims “not arising out of the bank- 
ruptcy ” which might be enforced by action in the High Court, 
unless all the parties consent thereto, or unless the question in 
dispute does not exceed in value £200. An important point with 
regard to the jurisdiction given by this section was decided by the 
Court of Appeal on Tuesday last in Hz parte Reynolds, Re Barnett, 
reported in another column. In that case an action was commenced 
in the High Court by Reynolds & Co. against a trustee in 
bankruptcy, claiming certain mortar-making machinery which they 
had supplied to the bankrupt on ‘‘the hire-purchase system,” part 
only of the purchase-money for which had been paid. The trustee 
claimed the machinery as being in the order and disposition of the 
bankrupt at the commencement of the bankruptcy, and he applied 
to the county court judge having jurisdiction in the bankruptcy 
for an order to stay proceedings in the action, and to determine the 
question of the ownership of the machinery. The county court 
judge refused the application, but on appeal to a divisional court 
an injunction was granted, as asked for by the trustee, on an 
undertaking by him to be answerable for damages, and to proceed 
with the motion in the court below with due diligence. From 
this order Messrs. Reynolds & Co. appealed to the Court of 
Appeal, on the ground that the result of the action in the High 
Court would be of great importance to the trade, as it was soughit 
to set up a hiring custom in respect of machinery of the kind in 
question, similar to the custom which has been allowed in respect 
to hotel furniture and pianos, so as to take it out of the 
reputed ownership clause. The Court of Appeal gave effect to 
this argument, and dissolved the injunction granted by the Div:- 
sional Court. And they went further, and held that, under 
section 100 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which invests county 
courts having jurisdiction in bankruptcy with all the powers and 
jurisdiction of the High Court (and which takes the place of 
section 66 of the Act of 1869, which conferred upon judges of 
such county courts the powers of judges of the Court of Chancery), 
does not empower such courts to grant injunctions to restrain 
actions in the High Court, inasmuch as, since the Judicature Act, 
there is no power in one division of the High Court to grant au 
injunction to restrain an action in another division, and the trustee 
was, therefore, claiming for the county court a jurisdiction which did 
not exist in the High Court. This difference from the section in 
the Act of 1869 is very important. It will have a still further 
limiting effect upon the jurisdiction to be exercised under section 
102 ; for the result must be that, if proceedings are first taken by 
one of the parties in the High Court, the other party will have no 
alternative but to fight the case in that court, although it may 
involve some question of bankruptcy law. 








In the London Gazette for the 24th ult. there is published a Treasury 
warrant containing provisions for the conveyance by post of parcels between 
pape me Kingdom and British India. The warrant comes into operation 
on July 1. 

The Albany Law Journal says that the appointment by the President of 
Mr. Phelps as United States Minister to England “will give pleasure 
to the large number of lawyers who have known Mr. Phelps as a member 
and as the president of the American Bar Association. Mr. Phelps stands in 
the very front rank of American lawyers, and is distinguished likewise fur 
his general culture and scholarship, his tact, his address, his knowledge of 
the world, his elegance as an orator, and his pre-eminent social power.” 


On the 24th ult., in the House of Commons, Mr. Gregory asked the Under- 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs whether any treaty existed between 
this country and Spain by which persons who have absconded there to avoil 
the consequences of gross fraud or robbery in England could be made amenablo 
to the law, or the extradition of such persons could be demanded ; and, if not, 
whether her Majesty’s Government would make a friendly representation 
that of Spain on the subject. Lord E. Fitzmaurice said an extradition treaty 
between Great Britain and Spain was concluded on the 4th of June, 1878, and 
is at present in force. It contains provisions for the extradition of persons 
accused of robbery or fraud. 
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THE POWER OF THE REVISING BAR- 
RISTER TO AMEND DESCRIPTION OF 
THE QUALIFICATION. 


Tue case of Ford v. Hoar (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 507) is a case of 
considerable importance with regard to the registration of borough 
voters. The practical result of the decision is, we think, good 
common sense, and highly beneficial, but it certainly runs counter 
to the current of pre-existing decisions, and we find the greatest 
possible difficulty in reconciling it with the actual words of the 
enactments on which it turned. We have no hesitation in saying 
that the conclusion which it establishes would be, in our opinion, 
bad law but for the decision. Quod fieri non debet factum valet, 
however, and now that the judges have been able to see their way 
to this conclusion, we cannot help hoping that no court will ever 
interfere with their decision. 

The case turned on the question how far the revising barrister 
can amend the third and fourth columns of the list, which, as our 
readers will be aware, contain the description of the qualification 
and qualifying property. Under the Registration Act (6 Vict. c. 
18), s. 40, the powers of the revising barrister in this respect are 
somewhat strictly limited. It was provided by that Act that the 
revising barrister shall correct any mistake which is proved to him 
to have been made in any list, provided always that no evidence 
shall be given of any other qualification than that which is 
described in the list; and that the revising barrister shall not be 
at liberty to change the description of the qualification as it 
appears in the list, except for the purpose of more clearly and 
accurately defining the same. The object of these provisions seems 
to be to prevent a qualification being sprung upon the objector into 
which he has had no opportunity of inquiring, and which he may, 
therefore, be unable to Bases. It has always been held that the 
absence of power to interfere with the third and fourth columns 
was one of the most fundamental principles of revision law. For 
instance, where a man had inhabited two houses during the qualify- 
ing period, but only one of those houses was described in the fourth 
column, it was held that the revising barrister had no power to 
amend by adding the description of the other house (see Bartlett 
v. Gibbs, 5 M. & G. 81). 

Although the provision thus made seems at first sight theoreti- 
cally very reasonable, we should think that most revising barristers 
would admit that in practice it constantly worked very unreason- 
ably and unjustly. The objector in hundreds of cases knew per- 
fectly well that the person on the list was qualified, and what the 
qualification was, but took advantage of such a slip as that the 
house was described by the wrong number to defeat the qualifica- 
tion. Nothing was commoner than for an objector, when asked 
what his objection was, to say that, the number on the list being 
such or such a number, the man lived at another number, thus 
showing that he perfectly well knew the real qualification, but 
was taking advantage of a mere technicality to get the name struck 
off ; and so a man who was undoubtedly and admittedly perfectly 
well qualified was deprived of his vote because the overseers had 
put him down as having lived at No. 22 instead of No. 23 in such 
a street. 

Moreover, there is another fundamental objection to the whole 
theory on which the legislation was based. It was founded on a 
misleading analogy. In most cases of legal inquiries into disputed 
questions of fact it is, no doubt, essential that the opposing 
parties respectively should have some previous notice as to the 
case on the other side, so as to be prepared with rebutting 
evidence; but anyone familiar with the actual working of a 
revision court knows that, in the nature of things, it can hardly 
ever happen that the objector calls rebutting evidence to disprove 
the q cation. He has no power to enforce the attendance of 
Witnesses, and it would be too expensive and protracted a mode of 
proceeding altogether. He objects on some information he has 
received, and, if the voter comes up, practically everything 
depends on the voter’s sworn testimony. After being examined 
and cross-examined, he either succeeds in satisfying the revising 
barrister as to his qualification, or he fails, and there is an end of 
ae matter. Of course, it is conceivable that, ve ro byes Ang 

an opportunity given of making previous inquiry by publica- 
tion of the Kees f qualification, the cross-examination on behalf 


disposed to think that, in the vast majority of cases, there is not 
very much in that consideration, and that practically it may be 
disregarded. The inquiry that can be made beforehand in each 
case, where umes of votes are concerned, is not a very 
thorough or exhaustive one. The whole thing usually depends on 
what can be made out from the man himself before the revising 
barrister. And we do not believe that the provisions we are 
discussing have had any very substantial effect in preventing 
persons not duly qualified from getting on the register, whereas 
they certainly have had the effect of keeping off the register a 
great many persons who were qualified. 

Upon the law as it was distinctly established under the Regis- 
tration Act (6 Vict. c. 18), the decision in Ford v. Hoar has, 
with regard to borough voters, made great inroads. That case 
turned on the effect of the Act of 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), s. 
28, which, with regard to boroughs, has been substituted for the 
former provisions. The facts of Ford v. Hoar were as follows :— 
The qualifying property was described in the fourth column of the 
list as 44, Oxford-street and 34, Prospect-place. The voter had, 
in fact, occupied three houses in succession during the qualifying 
period—viz., 44, Oxford-street, 34, Prospect-place, and 31, 
Prospect-place ; but the overseer, by mistake, omitted to specify 
the third house. It was held that the revising barrister might 
amend by adding the description of the third house. 

On consideration, it would seem that the principle of this 
decision is most sweeping, and would extend to altogether altering 
the qualification—as, for instance, if the description were 44, 
Oxford-street, to altering it to 34, Prospect-place. On the grounds 
above mentioned we believe the state of the law as it certainly 
existed previously to the Act of 1878, and as it must still 
be considered to exist in counties, to be mischievous; but we 
must confess that, glad as we are to see it modified, we are wholly 
unable to follow the reasoning of the majority of the judges in 
Fordy. Hoar: The Lord Chief Justice dissented from the decision, 
and we must say that we can no more doubt that, in point of law, 
he was right than that two and two make four. The majority 
ostensibly based their decision on certain differences of phraseology 
between the Act 6 Vict. c. 18, s. 40, andthe Act of 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 26), s. 28; but we cannot help thinking that the effect of 
the decision is to give the go-by to what seems to us to be the 
plain meaning of sub-section 13 of section 28 of the Act of 1878. 
‘We have not the space to contrast and discuss fully the language 
of the two Acts, but we should like to observe, for the benefit of 
those who may care to go into the matter, that the distinction 
apparently sought to be drawn by Cave, J., between a mistake 
made by an overseer in the list and a misdescription in a claim 
by a claimant himself, seems to us to be untenable, because 
sub-section 13 prohibits alteration of the description of the 
qualification “in the list or claim,” and the argument 
derived by him from section 24, though it has some force in it, 
does not seem to us to outweigh the plain language of sub- 
section 13 of section 28. Section 24 provides that a declaration, 
made in the form given in the Act, correcting any i 

of the voter’s name, place of abode, or the nature of the qualifica- 
tion, or the name or situation of the qualifying pro , Shall be 
received by the barrister as evidence of the facts to. This 
is not really at all irreconcilable with the construction that the 
barrister still cannot alter the description of the qualification in the 
list except for the purpose of more clearly and accurately defining 
the same. The declaration may only make such corrections as are 
admissible for the purpose of more clearly and accurately de 

the qualification. Again, under the words of the 24th section the 
declaration would, apparently, be evidence in support of a claim 
made by the voter to be inserted in respect of his true qualification, 
so as to obviate the necessity of his personal attendance to r 
such a claim. The way in which a misdescription on the list is 
usually corrected is by a claim by the voter correctly describing 
the qualification, and this declaration apparently would be evidence 
to support such a claim. 

We cannot help thinking that the majority of the court regarded 
rather the expediency of the thing than the words of the statute, a 
mode of construction which, however beneficial its results may be 
in the particular case, is, to our mind, unscientific and un on 
general principles. It will be observed that this decision leaves 
the former decisions in the contrary di 





of the objector may, in some cases, be more effective ; but we are 
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ture, and we see that in the Registration Bill it is proposed to 
repeal section 40 of 6 Vict. c. 18, and to apply section 28 of the 
Act of 1878 to counties, which would, of course, make the decision 
applicable to counties; but we would urge that the proper mode 

dealing with this matter would be by an explicit alteration of 
the law, in relation both to counties and boroughs, giving the 
revising barrister unfettered powers of amendment according to 


his discretion and judgment with regard to the justice of the 


particular case before him. 








REGISTRATION OF TRADE-MARKS: 
THE THREE-MARK RULE. 
II. 


Wer discussed last week the decisions as to the three-mark rule under 
the old Trade-Mark Acts. But on the 1st of January, 1884, the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), 
came into operation, which, together with provisions substantially 
the same as those of the Act of 1875 before referred to, contains a 
direct reference to the three-mark rule, though not in the most 
satisfactory form. When the Bill was passing through Parliament 
it was desired to obtain a legislative sanction for the rule, which 
had, up to that time, rested on the decisions of courts of first 
instance, without any direct authority in the Act of Parliament, 
but the manner chosen for giving effect to this desire was not of 
the happiest description. Instead of saying that for all purposes 
connected with registration no mark should be considered as being 
common to the trade unless it had been used by more than three 
persons, or laying down the rule in some such general form as that, 
it was simply tacked on to section 74, by which the comptroller is 
allowed to register common marks as additions to valid trade-marks, 
on condition of the applicant entering on the register a disclaimer 
of any exclusive right in the common élements. Sub-section 3 of 
this section provides that ‘‘any device, mark, brand, heading, 
label, ticket, letter, word, figure, or combination of letters, words, 
or figures, which was or were, before the 13th of August, 1875, 
publicly used by more than three persons on the same or a similar 
description of goods, shall, for the purposes of this section, be 
deemed common to the trade in such goods.” 

Several observations may be made upon this enactment. Thus, 
it does not apply to cases in which it is sought to register a common 
mark without anything more, but only to cases in which it is 
sought to register it as an addition to a good trade-mark. It does 
not apparently apply to registrations already effected, but only to 
new applications. It does not contain any definition of public user, 
nor any provisions prohibitive of fraud, so that, for anything that 
appears on the face of the section, a trade-mark might be held to be 
common because three persons had committed a fraud upon the 
owner, each lasting but a short time, and each eventually restrained 
by injunction. However, notwithstanding these drawbacks, the 
provision constitutes a clear recognition by the Legislature of the 
principle that, for a mark to be common to a trade, it must have 
been used by more than three persons prior to the 13th of August, 
1875. -The date is not entirely satisfactory, since, if a man regis- 
ters a mark which has been used by more than three persons before 
the date of his registration, it ought to be equally invalid whether 
such common user had been before or after 1875. “If the provision 
were read too literally, it might be that a man would be debarred 
from registering that which four persons had used for a month prior 
to August, 1875, but not from registering that which 100 persons 
had used from September, 1875, downwards. In such a case, how- 
ever, it would, no doubt, be held that the mark was not registrable, 
as being not “distinctive ” within section 64. 

Since the Act of 1883 two cases have come before the courts—Re 
Lloyd $ Sons (Chitty, J., Aug. 11, 1884, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 646), and 
Re agg. (Pearson, J., Feb. 16, 1885, noted ante, p. 273)—in 
both of which a new element was introduced—viz., the fact that the 
application was to remove from the register a mark which had been 
‘heee for upwards of five years. In Re Lloyd § Sons, the words 
“La Minerva—Habana,” were registered in August, 1876, as an 
old mark for tobacco, so that they had been eight years on the 
register when the application for removal was made. The evid- 
ence, however, showed that the words had been in common use, 
and the learned judge ordered them to be removed from the 





register, saying that, “‘on the evidence, it is plain that this so-called 
mark was i in the trade, inasmuch as it was in use by more 
than thrée persons before the application to register, and, if so, it 
was not a distinctive mark or device, but was common to the trade, 
inasmuch as it had been publicly used by more than three persons 
on the same or a similar description of goods before the application 
to register. If so, goods having this mark on them had no distinc- 
tive mark such as was required by section 64.” Re Wragg was a ae 
in which a device of a syphon, hand, and glass had been ae 
in 1876, although prior to that date three other persons had use 
the same device, two others had used it minus the hand, and one 
more had used it minus the glass. It did not appear that more 
than three of the four persons had used the triple poe 
or that either of the persons who used the syphon and glass, h 
used the mark on the goods or claimed it as a trade-mark, but 
Pearson, J., held that all the instances of user must be taken _ 
consideration, whether the marks contained all three elements or only 
two of them, and whether they were used and claimed as valid 
trade-marks or not, since the composition and mode of user of them 
all was substantially identical, and he ordered the mark to be 
removed from the register, the respondent to pay the costs. 

From the foregoing summary it appears that the rule was oot 
laid down by the Commissioners of Patents—that is to say, by Lo 
Cairns and Sir G. Jessel, with the concurrence of Sir J. Holker 
and Sir H. Giffard—in or prior to the ve | part of 1877, for the 
guidance both of the registrar and of the Manchester Committee of 
Experts, that it was adopted by Sir G. Jessel in court, at all events, 
as early as June, 1877, and that it has been subsequently reves: 
nized by Bacon, V.C., Hall, V.C., Chitty, J., and Pearson, J., an 
that it has also received, in one of its applications, the express 
sanction of the Legislature, so that it may fairly be regarded as 
now fully established. ‘ cee 

It also appears that the rule, to be fully stated, requires to hed 
out in a series of propositions which go to make it up, and whic 
may be stated as follows :— 

1. When’a mark has been used by two or three persons, but 
not more, as an old trade-mark—i.e., prior to the 13th of August, 
1875—each is entitled to registration on showing his title, whether 
the applications are made simultaneously (Re Powell) ¢ = 
cessively (Re Walkden Company ; Re Jelley, Son, § Jones ; Benbow 
v. Low). 

2. When two or three persons are applying simultancously = 
the registration of the same mark as their new trade-mark, whic 
neither has used, each may be registered with the consent of the 
other or others (Ze Vergaras). 

3. When a mark has been registered by one or two persons, 
whether as an old mark or as a new one, a second or third person 
will only be allowed to register it as his new mark with the 
consent of the person or persons previously registered (te Walkden 
Company). 

4. When a mark has been used by more than three persons 
before the date of any registration, the mark is common to the trade, 
and no one can register it (Re Walkden Company ; Re Jelley, Son, 
& Jones ; Benbow v. Low). 

5. When a mark which has been used by more than three per- 
sons before the date of any registration is sent in for registration as 
part of a combination mark, which comprises, with the common 
part, a distinctive part within section 64 of the Act of 1883, the 
common part must be disclaimed (section 74). 

6. When any person has registered a mark which had been 
used by more than three persons before the date of his registration, 
the registration can be cancelled on the application of any person 
aggrieved (Re Hyde § Co.; Re Lloyd & Sons; Re Wragg) 

7. When any person has registered a combination mark which 
contains a part which is common to the trade, and has not dis- 
claimed the common part, a disclaimer will be emtered on the 
register on the application of any person aggrieved (Re Leonardt ; 
Re Kuhn & Oo.). 

8. A mark will be removed from the register, or,compulsorily 
disclaimed, even though the registered proprietor was the first to 
use it, and other persons afterwards used it in fraud of him, if 


there has been such user prior to his registration as to render it a 
common mark (fe Hyde § Oo.; Re Kuhn & Co.). 

9. A mark will be removed from the register, or compulsorily 
disclaimed, even after it has been on the register for upwards of 
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five years, if it was common to the trade at the date of registration 
(Re Lloyd § Sons ; Re Wragg). 

10. When a trade-mark is ordered to be removed from the 
register, or to be compulsorily disclaimed, on the ground that it 
was a common mark, and ought not to have been registered, either 
at all, or without a disclaimer, the costs of the application for 
removal, or entry of disclaimer, must be borne by the person 
wrongfully registered (Re Hyde & Co.; Re Kuhn § Co.; Re 
Wragg). 
IL In calculating the number of similar marks which have been 
used or registered, marks will be taken into consideration which 
are substantially similar, and not only marks which are identical 
(Re Walkden Oompany ; Re Jelley, Son, & Jones; Re Wragg). 

12. In so calculating, marks will be taken into consideratio 
which have been used substantially as trade-marks are used, though 
not placed on the goods, or claimed as valid trade-marks (Re 
Wragq). : 

13. In so calculating, marks will not be taken into consideration 
of which there has not been a substantial user concurrent with the 
user of the competing mark (Re Hodson § Co.). 

It is possible that some of the foregoing rules may not be ex- 
pressed with absolute verbal accuracy, but they are, at all events, 
sufficiently precise to lead to a good gengral understanding of the 
“ Three-Mark Rule.” 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IIl,—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


ADMISSIONS AND COMPROMISES. 


In one sense there is no point of contact between an admission and a 
compromise, but we have decided to include them in one article, 
because they breathe of the same spirit of conciliation and common 
sense, and we have somewhat to say upon that attitude of mind in 
the conduct of litigation. 

There is one preliminary consideration, applicable both to admissions 
and compromises, which we will first clear out of the path. It would 
be monstrous (though the monstrosity is not absolutely unknown, 
even among the dignitaries who wear judicial ermine) to make any 
general reflection upon no better foundation than isolated examples 
of black sheep within the ranks of the profession; but—speaking 
strictly of individuals as distinguished from the general body—it is 
impossible to deny that there are solicitors to whom an admission or 
a compromise presents itself in the light of a loss of so much in costs, 
and as a consummation to be religiously avoided on that account. 
Such men are the carrion crows of the profession. They foment strife 
and foster litigation, and those who do not stop to think that, in a 
body of many thousands of men—be they priests, doctors, lawyers, 
or anything else—there must be, solong as men are men, and not 
angels, a sprinkling of unscrupulous knaves, are only too apt to take 
them as fair samples of the average lawyer. Addressing ourselves, 
as we do, to the profession at y we shall, so far as this matter is 
concerned, pass by on the other side, and in dealing with the motives 
which influence solicitors in rejecting admissions and compromises, we 
shall take no account of the element of mal loss—or, to speak 
more accurately, diminution of perso gain—to the solicitor’s 


et. 
_ A-solicitor who, in the course of litigation, proposes to invite, or 
is asked to make, an admission, has several things to consider in his 
client’s interests before he can atrive at a sound conclusion. He has 
to weigh the reasons for and against it, and strike a balance. On 
the ative side there will be the saving in expense and trouble 
which results from the substitution of an admission for all the pro- 
cesses incidental to the preparation and giving of evidence; and this 
consideration of expense applies, not only to the solicitor who asks, 
but also to the solicitor who is asked, for an admission. In the 
coat tase, the a pee ent hx view ru soot from the neces- 
sity of giving evidence on this or that point,’and the contingency of 
dintag the expense of proof on the other side if they decline 16 bive 
an admission ; in the latter, he must now bear in mind, not only as to 
documents, but also as to facts, that the co uence of an unreason- 
able refusal to admit will be to throw on his client the costs incurred 
by the other side in proving what he was invited to admit (see ord. 
32, rr. 2, 4). Moreover, in seeking an ission, there may 
or may not, according to circumstances, also be the very practical 
object to gain of avoiding the necessity for proof of some fact which 
may not be easy to esta’ by evidence admissible in a court of law. 











On the negative side, there is nothing to be said against ask- 
ing for an adusieatGa, tstlubes indeed, from its character, the request 
is tolerably sure to be refused, and the making of it might 
some weak which it would be more _— to keep up 
if possible. But there is a great deal to be said in many cases agai 
giving an ission. First, of course, it must be carefully 
whether the admission asked for is consistent with, and not in any 
+ in advance of, propositions as to which it may y be 
assumed that the opponent would be able to establish them in a more 
costly fashion without it—so that, in fact, it resolves itself into a mere 
uestion of saving needless expense. If that be not so—if the giving of 
the admission would throw away legitimate points—tien, unless for 
some very special compensating reason, it is clear that it should not be 
given. And evenin the contrary case we by no means venture to lay 
it down as an invariable rule that the admission should be given as a 
matter of course. It is one thing to make a bridge for a flying 
enemy, and another to afford him similar accommodation when he is 
advancing to the attack. Ifa refusal to give an admission is calcu- 
lated to embarrass the opponent in presenting his case in a sense 
which may affect his thirst for presenting it at all, we know of no 
principle of law or morals hitherto acknowledged in litigation which 
requires of the solicitor to offer his client’s other cheek in the form of 
an admission. 

While recognizing, however, to the fullest extent that there may 
be conclusive reasons for a refusal to give an admission, we are bound 
to express our opinion that a refusal is often given which cannot be 
justified on any right-minded principle of conducting litigation. It 
seems to be supposed by some solicitors that, because their clients are at 
daggers drawn with some third person, they are themselves called 
upon to assume an attitude of hostility to that m’s solicitor, and 
neither to give nor to take any reasonable facilities in the conduct of 
the case. Such an identification, however zealous it may be, of the 
solicitor with the client’s quarrel, so far from serving any useful 
purpose, tends directly to aggravate the worst evils of litigation. It 
almost invariably has the effect of increasing the expense on both 
sides, and of embittering and prolonging the strife in every possible 
way. Much good may done—no harm ever can be done—by 
softening the asperities of contentious business so far as may be 
possible consistently with a due regard to the client’s real interests. 
We cannot but believe that, if this fact were more widely recognized, 
much that now often makes litigation intolerably harassing and 
vexatious to the solicitor’s spirit would disappear, and one step be 
gained in the direction of a legal millennium. 

We have referred to admissions without any special classification. 
The commonest of all are, of course, issions of documents; but 
these have so long been under the shadow of Acts and Rules of 
Court, conceived in the spirit of compelling an admission to be given, 
unless some very good reason to the contrary can be shown, that an 
admission of documents has come to be almost a matter of course. 
Lying beyond this class of admission is the much wider field which 
embraces admissions of facts. These have only in modern times re- 
ceived the impetus arising from fear of oe rere as to costs which 
may follow from a refusal to admit, and although there has been a 
much greater been my he late years to agree on admissions of fact, 
we question whether the profession has even yet realized the extent 
to which the achievement of the great object of Pm een me 
down to the points really at issue and casting aside all else, may, in 
many cases, be assisted by admissions. 

It may, in one sense, be said to be the object of admissions to 
facilitate strife. It is, in all senses, the object of a compromise to put 
an end to it. The cavillers who ignorantly accuse the profession of 
revelling in the quarrels of other people little know how often the 
solicitor’s own energies are devoted to the cause of peace. The num- 
ber of cases fought out to the bitter end bears no comparison 
whatever with those which are adjusted by compromise before the 
portals of the court are reached. It may truly be said—and in the 
observation lies a lesson which may well be taken to heart by the 
young solicitor just blossoming into ice—that no solicitor of 
integrity and ience ever suffers a client to plunge into or remain 
in the vortex of litigation if any reasonable means can be found of 
preventing him from doing so ee 
the other. Over and over again it happens that, where the client is eager 
to bring or defend an action, his solicitor restrains him with every argu- 
ment in his power from doing so. memento so. The client does 
not realize, the solicitor does, or , all that is involved in 
the step. The action vee rere bow a of anger = 
be draggin its length along w angry feelings whi 
promp’ it have ied out. The ‘‘ question of e” which an 
indignant client declares that he wi t to 
interest him long before the action which he brought in hot haste to 
vindicate the cause of justice and truth has come into court. The 
fraud which a deluded shareholder was so anxious to at all 
haserde may heoame 0! - for his own nee & pe of a 
judgment against hi -a-dozen defen with separate 
costs to each. There are, of course, many vases in which litigation 
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takes only the form of settling some dry question which cannot 
otherwise be satisfactorily disposed of, and there are many more in 
which the circumstances point ary A to the court as the only 
possible, or as the best, arbiter. But the solicitor who has the real 
interests of his client at heart will always endeavour to keep him 
from litigation as much as possible. And, where there is no help for 
it but to bring or defend an action, he will lose no opportunity of 
which he can prudently avail himself to put matters in train for 
terminating the action on fairand reasonable terms. It goes without 
saying that he will often fail in his endeavour; but the question 
which the solicitor has to ask himself is what is the right thing to do 
under all the circumstances, and the degree of probability of success 
or failure is only one element among others in the answer to that 
n. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


TAXATION OF COSTS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to the letter signed ‘‘ A Solicitor,” in your last week’s 
issue, we may mention our experience in a somewhat similar case. 

Having objected before the master to some refreshers to counsel, 
we stated that we should take the opinion of the judge on the 
point. The refreshers were allowed by the master, and the taxation 
completed ; and although we declined to agree the amount pending 
carrying in our objections, we were served with a copy of the allocatur 
the day after the taxation was completed. 

We, however, carried in our objections, and the master intimated 
that the proper time to raise objections was after the allocatur had 
been given, as that completed the taxation. Two of the points 

hich we raised—one as to the inspection of documents, and the 
as to refreshers to counsel—were subsequently brought before 
j (Mr. Baron Pollock) in chambers, and he decided that, upon 
true construction of ord. 65, r. 27, s. 48, no refresher can be 
allowed until the day following that upon which the first five hours’ 
hearing is comp In the case in question the action was called 
on about twelve o’clock on a Wednesday, and occupied the court 

ing that and the whole of the three following days, and no 
, therefore, was allowed for the Thursday, being the day on 
which the first five hours’ hearing was completed. 

With to costs of inspection, it was submitted to the master, 
on the authority of Wicksteed v. Briggs (reported in your journal of 
March 21, 1885), that costs of inspection of documents could not be 
allowed as between party and party. The master, however, allowed 
the usual costs of inspection, and the judge confirmed his decision, 
thus overruling Mr. Justice Pearson’s decision in Wicksteed v. Briggs. 

London, April 29. a. 2. Bs 


EERE 





“OFFICER OF THE COURT.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The doctrine that the solicitor is “an officer of the court ” 
deserves the serious attention of the profession. I have long held 
that there is very little in it to recommend it to those most nearly 
concerned. The advantages accruing to the respectable practitioner 
are i ——— even, it seems arr tegen complaints, com- 
prising a right of entry to the courts—whilst the way in which the 
courts lay hold of the doctrine to impose burdens he restrictions 
upon him is serious enough and rapidly growing. It is scarcely 
imaccurate to say that the doctrine is always applied against the 
solicitor, but never to his benefit. 

The most recent application of this doctrine (for there can be no 
other excuse for it) is the notorious ord. 65, r. 11, I do not purpose 
eee sem, aunens to point out that under it the court is 
made at once the oa (or rather, prosecutor) against the solicitor, 
and the tribunal for the determination of the question ; thus actually 
establishing s novel mode of procedure, for a parallel to which we 
should have to go back many years in our legal history. We should 
be anxious to know which of our j could so forget his trained 
impartiality 2s to draft an order #0 flagrantly unjust to the protes- 
sonal wes ap whose help he must have risen to his proud position. 
¢ can make a shrewd guess. 

If the doctrine cannot on rid of altogether, I trust that the 
a oe not rest it has obtained the rescission of this 
rule, and, the future, 4 proper representation on the committee 
for framing Rules of Court. v. 

April 29. 


[To the Editor of the Bodicttor?’ Journal. 
Bir,—I camot forlwar to exprens my acknowledgments for your 
article on this subject appearing in your impression of the 1sth inst. 
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Some of her Majesty’s judges, and Mr. Justice Kay more than any 
other, have earned the unenviable reputation of availing themselves 
of every opportunity, both legitimate and illegitimate, for making 
observations concerning solicitors which, there is too much reason to 
suppose, if the circumstances under which such observations have 
arisen could be fully investigated, would prove to be unfounded. 
Those only who are intimately acquainted, as solicitors, with the 
responsible and difficult positions in which they are frequently 
placed, can form an adequate conception how extremely difficult it is 
to act on all occasions in that manner which subsequent experience 
may prove to have heen the best. It is always easy to be wise and 
critical after the event. " 

The wonder is that, notwithstanding the temptations to which 
solicitors are exposed, and the anxious nature of their duties, they 
should so frequently rise superior to such temptations, and, irre- 
spective of personal interest, give advice and insist upon its accept- 
ance when they are satisfied of the right course to pursue. 

When the number of solicitors is taken into consideration, and the 
extreme delicacy of the positions in which they are often placed is 
likewise borne in mind, I think the impartial critic will come to the 
conclusion that the profession as a whole compares most favourably 
with any other branch of the community. To condemn all because 
one person happens to go wrong, or is thought to have done wrong, 
and to take advantage of every available opportunity of aspersing, 
either directly or indirectly, the character of an honourable and 
loyal body of men, most of whom are guided by higher considera- 
tions than either to win a verdict or reverse a decree, and who can 

int to many instances, both known and unknown, in which they 
Sows been instrumental in resisting tyranny, vindicating justice, 
and protecting innocence, is to be guilty of conduct which is utterly 
inconsistent with that judicial impartiality which, even solicitors, 
though officers of the court, have a just right to expect from every 
memberxof the bench. 

As officers of the court, it should be the duty and the desire of the 
court to protect its officers in the discharge of their duty, and, except 
upon grounds thoroughly justified, not to asperse the characters of 
any without offering at the same time a full investigation into all the 
circumstances which may be held to warrant unfavourable comment. 

Judges know nothing of those cases in which, by the judicious 
counsel of an experienced and able solicitor, litigation is prevented, 
and peace is ensured. A knowledge of these is essential to the forma- 
tion of a sound conclusion upon the general conduct of the profession 
before it is condemned by an isolated case here and there. 

TWENTY-FIVE YEARS’ EXPERIENCE. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Neither of your correspondents—‘“‘ A London Solicitor” and 
“G. A. C.”—suggested a line of practical action. Would it not be 
well to address a tfully-worded remonstrance to the judges, to 
be presented to the Lord Chancellor? Let this lie for signature at 
the Law Institution, and I cannot help thinking that nearly every 
London solicitor would sign it. Similarremonstrances might be sent 
up from the country societies, or the London remonstrance might be 
signed for the country solicitors by their London agents, on the 
secretary to the Incorporated Law Society being satisfied that they 
were authorized to do so. Such a remonstrance, if properly worded, 
would, I think, bring home to the offenders that they are not privi- 
leged to insult, however a and extensive their powers may be. 

ucklersbury, E.C., April 27. A City SoLiciTor. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Jowst Srock Company—Transven ory Suanzs—Waronorvut Rervsat or 
Comrasy To neoisten Tuansyen—Measure or Damaces—Companties Act, 
1862, 6. 35—Oomranies Act, 1867, s. 26.—In the case of Skinner v. The 
City of London Marine Insurance Company, before the Court of Appeal, No. 
1, on the 23rd ult., the question was as to the measure of damages where 
& company has committed a breach of the statutory dutyto register a 
transfer under section 26 of the Companies Act, 1867. The plaintiff 
agreed to transfer, on November 1, 1882, to Mr. Levy, to whom he was 
indebted, £2,000 worth of shares in the defendant company, Mr, Levy to 
take them at the then market price. The effect of the ment, according 
to the plaintiff, was that certain securities which had been deposited by 
him with Mr. Levy were to be taken in reduction of the plaintiff's debt, 
when and if the company registered the transfer. On November 1, 1882, 
an ordinary transfer was executed between the parties and expressed to be 
for the nominal consideration of five shillings, and the p intiff? then 
ry + ay Tamers Baty pe yy ers ag , 1867, to mtg de ga 

ee put u register. 6 com » who no 
| capa C) Seamed transfer, 


knowledge of any agreement other than that of 
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refused to put Mr. Levy’s name on the register w two grounds—first, 
that Mr. Bkinner was indebted to them, py ptr that he was 
er with a man who was indebted to them, and, therefore, that they 

ad a lien on the shsres and had a right to refuse the transfer. By their 
articles of association the company were empowered to refuse to register a 
transfer by a transferor who was indebted to them. The question of the 
indebtedness of the plaintiff was decided by action in his favour, where- 
upon, on April 24, 1884, the company the transfer, the shares 
having fallen in value since November, 1882, when the ion was 
applied for. The plaintiff then sued the company in the Mayor’s Court 
to recover damages for the loss alleged to Armen, 4 sustained by him by 
reason of the company’s refusal to register the transfer. In the result he 
obtained a verdict for £1,428, which sum included a sum in respect of the 
difference between the market value of the shares on November 1, 1882, 
when the plaintiff contracted to sell them, and their market value 
on the 24th of April, 1884, when the transfer was effected. Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., and Smith, J., ordered a new trial, whereupon the plaintiff appealed. 
The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Baccartay and Bowen, L.JJ) 
dismissed the appeal, and held that the plaintiff was entitled only to 
nominal ee. Brert, M.R., said that the cause of action was that 
the company, having been called on under section 26 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, to register a valid transfer, had wrongfully refused to do so. 
The company had committed a breach of their statutory duty, and 
whether that was also to be considered as a breach of contract was 
immaterial. The plaintiff was at least entitled to nominal damages. 
That, upon such a breach, there might be substantial damages was clear, 
for the transferor might be liable for calls if his name remained on the 
register. But it was not contended that there was any evidence of that 
class of damage. The question was whether, assuming the alleged 
contract to be proved, and that the plaintiff lost the sum claimed, the 
company would be liable for the consequences of the breach of that 
particular contract. If that contract was not an ordinary, but a special, 
contract of purchase and sale, the company would not be liable, unless 
they could be taken to have known the terms of that contract before or 
when the breach of duty was committed. If the contract was not the 
ordinary one, there was no such notice to the defendants. Before the 
Act of 1867, the ordinary contract of sale in such a case as the present 
was that the transferor would, for the price, execute a valid 
transfer and hand over the certificates, and so do all that he could to 
enable the transferee to insist on his right to have the transfer registered 
by the company, and the result of that contract was that the transferee, 
as between himself and the transferor, was bound to obtain that registra- 
tion, and so clear the transferor from any obligation which might 
arise to him from beg on the register. The contract was not altered 
by section 26 of the Act of 1867, which enabled the transferor to require 
registration. That section was for the protection of the transferor if the 
transferee failed to register. Therefore, in the absence of notice of a 
tpecial contract, the effect of the refusal by the company under section 26 
would be only in respect of such damages as would be suffered by the 
transferor if the contract was an ordinary one. But the refusal by the 
company would not affect the right of the transferor to the agreed price, 
for he would have done all he had to do under the contract. Therefore 
the plaintiff. was entitled to nominal damages. In the circumstances, 
counsel had agreed that a new trial would useless. BaGcatuay and 
Linoizy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunser, Cohen, Q.C., and Masterman ; 
a Q.C., and Moulton. Sorscrrors, Blewitt ¢ Tyler ; Walter Webb § 
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Unaqvatirenp Meproat Practitioner—Ricut To Sve ror Breach oF 
Covenant—Aporuercarres Act (55 Gero. 3, c. 194), s. 14—Mxprean Act 
(21 & 22 Vicr. c. 90), ss. 32, 40.—In a case of Davies v. Makuna, befcre the 
Court of A , No. 2, on the 22nd ult., a question arose as to the right 
of an unqualified medical practitioner to maintain an action against a 
former assistant for breach of covenant not to practise within certain 
limits. In November, 1883, an agreement .was entered into between the 

luintiff, who was not a duly qualified medical practitioner, and the 

efendant, who was, in which the plaintiff was described as a ‘‘ medical 
practitioner” and the defendant as a ‘‘ medical assistant,’’ and by which 
the defendant oes to serve the plaintiff as assistant in his profession as 
“* medical practitioner and accoucheur"’ for one year from the date of the 
agreement, and so on, from time to time, until the contract shouid be 
determined by the parties as thereinafter provided. The plaintiff - 
to pay the defendant a salary at the rate of £100 a year. And the defend- 
ant covenanted that he would not at any time during the continuance, or 
during the next five years after the determination, of the contract of 
service, except with the written consent of the plaintiff, carry on the pro- 
fession of doctor of medicine, surgeon, apothecary, accoucheur, or any of 
them within certain limits. In August, 1884, the agreement was 
put an end to, and the defendant commenced ctising within the 
prohibited limits on his own account. The plaint ff brought the action 
to restrain him from so doing. The main defence was that the plaintiff, 
not being a legally qualified practitioner registered ,under the Medical 
Act, was not entitled to maintain the action. By the Act 3 Hen, 8, 
©. 11, 8. 1, it was provided ‘‘ that no person within the City of London, 
nor within seven miles of the same, take upon him to exercise and occup: 
as a ae meg or surgeon, except he be first examined, approved, an 
admit ty the Bishop of London or by the Dean of Paul's ~ the time 

n 


being, calling to him or them four doctors of physick, and for surgery 


other expert persons in that faculty.’ And by section 2, ‘ that no person 

e said city and precinct of seven miles of the same, except he 

have been (as is aforesaid) approved in the same, take upon him to exercise 

but fhe Re a physician or surgeon in any diocese within this realm, 
0 


out of 


examined and approved by tho bishop of tho same diocese, 











or he being out of the diocese, by his vicar-general ; either of them calling 
to them such e in the said faculties as their discretion 
shall SS .? By the Act 55 Geo. reel th it 
was provi “to it any person or persons as an 
a thecary, without belng proper qualified to as such, from and 
the Ist of August, 1815, it shall not be lawfr] for any person or persons 

in apothecary 


(except persons already in practice as such), to practise as an 
in any part of England or Wales, unless he or they shall have been 


examined by a court of examiners’’ of the A) ’ Company, and 
— nS ee ome ee The preamble to ae of 

recites ‘ itis expedient persons requiring medical should 
be enabled to distinguish qualified from raalified iti Sec- 


, ung practitioners. 
tion 32 provides that, ‘after the Ist of January, 1859, no person shall be 
entitled to recover any charge in any court of law for any medical or 
surgical advice, attendance, or for the iormance of any opera- 
tion, or for any medicine which he shall have rescribed and supplied, 
unless he shall prove upon the trial thet he is raghatened under this Act.” 
By section 40, “any person who shall wilfully and falsely pretend to be 
or take or use the name or title of a physician, doctor of medicine, licenti- 
ate in medicine or surgery, bachelor of medicine, surgeon, general 
ractitioner, or apothecary, or any name, title, addition, or description 
implying thet he is registered under this Act, or that he is recognized by 
law as a physician or surgeon, or licentiate in medicine and surgery, or a 
practitioner in medicine, or an apothecary, shall, upon a summary con- 
viction for any such offence pay a sum not ee Pearson, J., 
ted an injunction. There was evidence before him that the plaintiff 
ad a brass plate in a room in his house describing himself as a physician. 
His lordship was of opinion that the Act of 1858 did not prevent an 
unqualified person from ing, and that no offence was committed 
against it unless one of the titles mentioned im secticn 40 was publicly 
used with intent to deceive. The use of one of those titles in a private 
agreement with another medical man, or on a plate inside a house not 
visible to the public generally, would not be an offence; no infringe- 
ment of the Act had been brought home to the plaintiff. On the appeal 
there was fresh evidence showing that the plaintiff had, from time to time, 
certified the cause of death of who had died of various diseases. 
The Court of Appeal (Corrox, Lrxpxey, and Fry, L.JJ) reversed the 
decision. Corroy, L.J., said there could be no question that the covenant 
had been broken, and the court could not look with favour on the conduct 
of the defendant. But the injunction was attacked on the ground 
that the agreement was one to assist the plaintiff in carrymg on 
a business which he could not legally carry on. It was said that 
the plaintiff had no qualification to entitle him to act as a surgeon, 
or apothecary, or physician. On the other hand, it was sug- 
gested that, though not qualified himself, he was acting merely as 
a centre for a business carried on by duly qualified assistants. If that 
were really the case his lordship was of opinion that the defendant could 
not raise the objection. But, on the evidence, that did not ap; to be 
the case. He would not go into the question of whether the Act of 
Henry VIII. was in existence so as to prohibit the practice of surgery by 
unqualified persons, but the Act of III. prevented anyone from prac- 
tising as an apothecary unless he was duly qualified. The business of an 
apothecary was the dispensing of medicmes and also the giving of advice 
such as a physician would give. The evidence was that the plaintiff 
exhibited at his house, where persons coming to him as patients would see 
them, certificates from P ne wy not empowered to give authority to 
practise in England, and that he had on a brass > 
that he was a physician, and he had si a number of ates as to 
the cause of death. The result was that, in his lordship’s opinion, the 
plaintiff had been himself carrying on a business which was prohibited by 
the Act of George III., and that he was not entitled to enforce the 
covenant by injunction. Lrxoiey, L.J., concurred. Fry, LJ., also 
concurred. It might be that at the hearing the plaintiff would be able to 
establish that the covenant was from rest of the agreement ; 
but he thought it probable that the course would be to leave the 
plaintiff to whatever remedy he might have on the covenant.—Cocnsst, 
Gatey ; Everitt, Q.C., and St. John Clerke, Sourcrrons, Pridham ¢ Piper ; 
S. BE. Lambert. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 

Practicp—UNpDERTAKING GIVEN AT TRE Heanrxe—UNDERTAKING BY 
Sorrerrorn—Privcira anp Acsnt.—In the case of Walter v. Brews, before 
Currry, J., on the 24th ult., his lordship stated, with reference to under- 
takings given in court, that it should be known that such undertakings, to 
be binding, should be given by the mouth of counsel, or by parties a wend 
in person, and that such undertaki if given by the parties’ 
were not binding. His lordship that several —~— had expressed 
themselves to the same effect.—Counsar, Jnee, Q.C., and Macsewinney, 
Soxrcrrors, Soames, Bdweards, ¢ Jones, 


Verpor anp Purcnaskr—Internsst—Frow wat Toe Pavaste—Rrext 
ro Possesstox.—In the case of Ja re Spencer Bel? and The London end Sowth~ 
Western Railwey my before , J, om the 29th ult., the quee- 
tion arose as to the time from which payment of interest by a pur. 
chaser on his purchase-money should tioning 
date of comple Tt appeared that having, 
exercise of i See were, served the vendor 
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notice should be paid by the vendor or purchasers. The purchasers de- 
clined to complete in the absence of the mortgagee as party to the convey- 
ance, and also contended that no interest on the purchase-money was 
payable, as the vendor had not offered possession, basing their claim for 
exemption in that respect upon the rule stated in Dart’s Vendors and Pur- 
chasers, 5th ed., pp. 629, 630, to the effect that such interest was only 
payable from the time at which the purchaser might prudently have taken 
possession, supposing it to have been offered him. Cutrty, J., said that the 
point raised was covered by the decision of the late Master of the Rolls in 
Pigott v. The Great Western Railway Company (29 W. R. 724, L.R. 18 
Ch. D. 146). That decision was binding, and, if erroneous, must 
be overruled by the Court of Appeal. It was argued that the 
late Master of Rolls followed the opinion of Mr. Dart in his work on 
Vendors and Purchasers, and that Mr. Dart’s opinion was not founded 
on the previous authorities; but it was not the less the decision 
of the Master of the Rolls because he adopted the statement of a text- 
writer. But, assuming that, in Mr. Dart’s opinion (which did not appear 
to be the case), an offer of possession was necessary, the Master of the 
Rolls did not make that a condition. On reading the report of the case, 
it was plain that the vendors did not offer possession; they assented to 
the company’s taking possession only on the terms, with which the 
* company would not comply, of the purchase-money being paid into 
court. He had referred to the order as drawn up and found that it made 
no mention of any offer of possession, but declared that the company 
must pay interest at four per cent. from the time when they might have 
taken possession, a good title having been shown, and an inquiry was 
directed as to the amount of interest payable pursuant to that declaration. 
It was further contended for the purchasers that possession meant such 
possession as the purchasers contemplated under the contract—that was 
to say, in the case of a railway company, not mere possession, but 
possession with the right to make their railway, thus involving what, in 
most instances, would be a waste of inheritance. But that point was also 
covered by the decision ; the purchasers in Pigott v. Great Western Railway 
were a railway company who required the land for the purpose{of their 
undertaking. It was also said that the purchasers could not have pru- 
dently taken possession as against the mortgagee; but, in his lordship’s 
opinion, the purchasers were entitled, on the acceptance of the title, to 
redeem the mortgage ; nor would they have been liable to an injunction 
at the mortgagee’s instance if they had simply taken possession without 
committing waste. The right to such possession was sufficient for the 
purpose of fixing the date from which the interest was to run, He, how- 
ever, held, on the circumstances of the case, that the vendor had no claim 
for payment of the six months’ interest payable to the mortgagee, and, 
therefore, as neither party had entirely succeeded, they must each bear 
their own costs.—CovunseL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and H. C. Batten ; Mac- 
naghten, Q.C., and Farwell. Soxticrrors, Leathes § Maynard ; Burchell § Co, 





Company—DesentuRnE—CHARGE ON ALL Property—FtLoatine Security 
—Powrr or Company To DEAL WiTH Prorerty.—In a case of In re Horne, 
before Pearson, J., on the 22nd ult., there was a question as to the power 
of a company which had issued debentures, charging all its property pre- 
sent and future, to deal with its p y in the ordinary course of its 
business without the assent of the debenture-holders. The company 
carried on the business of iron masters and manufacturers, but the 
memorandum of association also mentioned as one of the objects for 
which the company was established ‘‘the selling and otherwise dealing 
with all or any part of the land of thecompany.’’ The articles of associa- 
tion provided that ‘in their management of the business of the company ” 
the directors might borrow money in the name or otherwise on behalf of the 
company “‘ either by way of mortgage of the whole or any partof the property 
of the y, orby bonds ordebentures.’’ Thecompany issued debentures, 
fora amount of £500,000, which purported to charge ‘‘the under- 
taking, works, stock-in-trade, plant, moneys, and other real and personal 
property, both present and future, of the company,” but “‘ so and to the 
intent that the same charge shall, until default in the payment of the principal 
or interest to acerue due or become payable in respect of the said sum of £500,000, 
or some part thereof, be a floating security upon the undertaking, works, and 

of the company, not hindering sales or leases of, or other dealings with, 

any of the property or assets of the company in the course of its business as a 
going concern.” After the issue of these debentures the company entered 
into, an agreement to sell a small piece of land. The purchaser objected 
that the company could not make a good title without the concurrence of 
the debenture-holders, or that it must be shown that the land had 
been released from the debentures, or that there had been no default 
a oe gery of the principal or interest of the debentures. On 
of the company it was urged that it would be impossible to show 

that there jhad never been default in the payment of ¢ shill of the 
interest on the debentures, and that this construction of the debentures 
pre acy tw the carrying on of the business of the company. It was 
the case was governed by the decisions in In re Florence 

Land Company (L. BR. 10 Ch. D. 530, 23 Sorsctrons’ Jovusar, 82), and In re 
Colonial Trusts Corporation (L. R. 15 Ch. D. 465), and that, until a receiver 
of the company’s was appointed at the instance of the debenture- 
holders, or a -up order was made, the er of the company to deal 
with its property in the ordinary course of its 66 was not affected by 


the debentures. In the former of these two cases it was held by the 
Court of Appeal that debentures issued by a land company, and contain- 
ing a charge on all the property of the ry g did not affect the power 
of the directors to dispose of any part of the property in the inary 
course of the business of the company. Jessel, M-K., said (L. RB, 10 Ch. D. 
ay “It you read it as making a charge only to this extent, subject to 


power of the directors whilst they are carrying on the business, then, 





if they make default in payment sete pinded or interest, a creditor 
can apply to a court of justice for a ver and stop them from going 
on; but, subject to that, they carry on their business as usual, leaving 
the creditor to his remedy in case of default or in case of a total windi 
up.”” In that case, however, the debentures did not contain the clause 
which is printed above in italics. It was contended on behalf of the 
vendors that this clause expressed an intention that the debentures 
should be a floating security in the sense indicated by Jessel, M.R., in 
In re The Florence Land Company, and mentioned some of the consequences 
which would flow from a default in payment of principal and interest, but 
that it could not have been intended to prevent the company, while it 
was carrying on its business as a going concern, from dealing with any 
of its property in the ordinary way of business without the assent of 
any debenture-holder, or proof that there had never been a moment’s 
default in payment of interest. If this was the effect of the debentures, 
they were ultrd vires, for the power to issue them was given to the 
directors only ‘‘in their management of the business of the company.” 
Pzarson, J., held that the purchasers were entitled to reasonable evid- 
ence that the principal of the debentures was not yet due, and that 
there had been no default in the payment of the interest. He said that, 
under the articles of association, it was not ultra vires for the directors to 
borrow money on a mortgage of the whole of the company’s property. It 
was urged that they could only borrow money “in the management of 
the business of the company,”’ and that a mortgage of the whole property 
of the company would be wlird vires. There being, however, in the 
articles, an express power to borrow by mortgage of the whole of the 
property of the company, he could not conclude that a mortgage of the 
whole of the property would be mischievous to the management of the 
company’s business. The two cases which had been cited appeared to go 
as far as possible in holding that a company which had mortgaged its 
real estate was still at liberty to deal with it as if it had not been mort- 
If, in the present case, the debentures had stopped at the words 
which created the charge, he should have been bound by the decisions 
cited to hold that the debentures created a charge on the property which 
the company should have at the time when their operations should be 
stopped by the appointment of a receiver or the making of a winding-up 
order. But, looking at the subsequent clause in the debentures, he could 
not follow those decisions without striking out that clause, and inserting 
instead of it a provision that the debentures were to be a floating security 
until the appointment of a receiver on behalf of the debenture-holders or 
the making of an order to wind up the company. He had no power to 
make such an alteration in the words.—CounseL, Cordery ; J. Dizon. 
Souicrrors, Walker, Martineau, § Co. ; Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. 





Speciric Lecacy—Assent or Execuror—LETTERS WRITTEN TO TRSTATOR. 
—In a case of Petre v. Petre, before Pearson, J., on the 24th ult., there 
was a question as to the right of the writer of some letters to a testator to 
have them delivered up to him by the testator’s executors. The action 
was for the administration of the testator’s estate. The plaintiff 
was the testator’s eldest son; the defendants were his executors. 
They had in their possession a number of letters written by the plaintiff 
to his father. The testator, by his will, bequeathed his furniture, chattels, 
and effects at his residence, other than money, securities for money, and 
muniments of title, to his wife, and he bequeathed his manuscripts to the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff claimed to have certain letters which he had 
written to his father delivered up to him. The executors desired to retain 
them, on the ground that they related to business matters, and might 
assist them in the administration of the estate. The plaintiff took out a 
summons for delivery of the letters to him, and it was contended that they 
— either under the bequest to the widow of effects, or under the 

quest to the plaintiff of manuscripts. The widow supported the appli- 
cation. A year had not elapsed since the testator’s death, and the executors 
had not assented to the legacies, and they contended that they were, at 
any rate, entitled to keep the letters fora year. On the other hand, it 
was contended that the rule which gave executors a year for the dis- 
tribution of their testator’s estate did not apply to property which, like 
these letters, was of no pecuniary value. Pxaxson, J., said that heshould 
have considerable difficulty, if he had to decide the point, in coming to 
the conclusion that the letters passed under the bequest of effects and 
chattels in the testator’s house at the time of his death. The testator, 
however, had not been dead twelve months, and the executors had not 
assented to the legacy. It was contended that the rule that executors 
were entitled to have a year after the death of the testator for the dis- 
tribution of the estate did not apply where the property given had no 
pecuniary value. His lordship was not certain that these letters were not of 
pecuniary value. They were not so in the sense that any money could be 
made out of them, but they were in the nature of muniments ot title—not 
in the ordinary sense ; he 4 if the executors were hastily to destroy them, 
they would be ty of a dereliction of duty. He thought that he ought 
not to compel the executors to part with the letters at present.—CovunszL, 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ingpen ; Stokes; Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrons, Arnold 
§ Co. ; Few § Co. 





Trruvs—37 Hen. 8, c. 12—Larsz or Time—Puresumep Reteasx.—In 
the case of Esdaile v. Payne, which came before Kay, J., on the 20th, 21st, 
and 25th ult., the question arose whether a payment of 2s. 9d. in the pound 
in lieu of tithes which was imposed —_ inhabitant occupiers of pro- 
perty in St. peiigh, Aldgate, by 37 Hen. 8, c. 12, could be enforced 

no payment was ever proved to have been made since 
the passing of the statute, Upon a former 


of the case the Court 
of Appeal decided that the Statute of Limitations no application to 
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yments in lieu of tithe imposed by the Statute of Henry VIII. This 
action was brought by the lay mg ig for an account of the tithes 
from Easter, 1879, to Michaelmas, 1881, when the tithe had been ex- 
tinguished. Kay, J., said that ithad now been decided that the statute, 
2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 100, which in Salkeld v. Johnston (1 Mac. & G. 242) it 
was held by Lord Cottenham afforded a defence to a suit for tithes 
against the owner of the land where such Jand had been enjoyed without 
payment for a period prescribed by that statute, did not apply to a payment 
in the nature of tithes imposed upon the occupiers of houses within the 
City of London by the statute 37 Hen. 8, c. 12. He must, therefore, 
consider the other defences to the action; the first of which was lapse of 
time independent of any Statute of Limitations. It could not be shown 
from the date of the passing of the Statute of Henry VIII. in 1545 to the 
issuing of the writ in the present action—a period of 335 years—that any 

yment had ever been made in respect of the ises in question. 
The plaintiff was a lay impropriator, claimmg er a grant from the 
Crown in 1610, and the court was bound to raise every presumption against 
so stale aclaim. The most obvious presumption was that there had been 
a release, but in the case of tithes it had often been decided that such a 
defence could not be set up even against a lay impropriator (Nagle v. 
Edwards, 3 Anst. 2, 702, and other cases; 1 Eagle on Tithes, 105); and 
notwithstanding the criticisms of Lord Redesdale in Norbury v. Meade (3 
Bli. 211), those decisions had never been overruled. The only question, 
therefore, was whether these were tithes ‘within that rule. The 2nd 
section of the statute provided that the citizens should ‘‘for ever pay 
their tithes to the parsons, vicars, and curates of the said city and their 
successors.’’ That was a provision in the nature of tithes for ecclesiastical 
persons. In Zhe Warden of St. Paul’s v. Kettle (2, V. & B. 1), Lord Eldon 
said that in the case of a claim for payment under the Statute of Henry 
VIII., as in the instance of a claim of tithes more strictly, it was not 
sufficient for the defendant to say against the claim that the plaintiffs 
never had received the 2s. 94. The claim there was against ecclesiastical 
persons ; but, if these were not tithes properly so-called, the analogy was 
too close for his lordship to make any distinction. His lordship, therefore, 
directed the account claimed against the defendants upon such portions 
of their houses as were within the parish of St. Botolph. Counsg1, Hastings, 
Q.C., and Maclean ; Pearson, Q.C., and Sir Arthur Watson ; John Henderson 
and Spokes. Soricrrors, Winter § Co. ; City Solicitor ; Henderson § Buckle. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Loca Bankruptcy CourT—JURISDICTION—POWER TO RESTRAIN PRocEED- 
InGs In Action 1n Hicu Cournt—Banxrvuprcy Act, 1883, ss. 100, 102.—In 
a case of Ex parte Reynolds, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 
28th ult., an important question was raised as to the power of a county 
court, exercising jurisdiction in bankruptcy under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, to restrain by injunction the proceedings in an action in the High 
Court. Section 100 of the Act provides that ‘‘a county court shall for 
the purposes of its bankruptcy jurisdictior, in addition to the ordinary 
powers of the court, have all the powers «nd jurisdiction of the High 
Court,”’ and, by section 102, ‘‘ subject to the provisions of this Act, every 
court having jurisdiction in pone, atthe under this Act shall have full 
power to decide all questions of priorities, and all other questions what- 
soever, whether of law or fact, which may arise in any case of bankruptcy 
coming within the cognizance of the court, or which the court may deem 
it expedient or necessary to decide for the purpose of doing complete 
justice or making a complete distribution of property in any such case.”’ 
By section 93 it is provided that ‘‘the London Bankruptcy Court shall be 
consolidated with and form part of the Supreme Court of Judicature, and 
the jurisdiction of the London Bankruptcy Ccurt shall be transferred to the 
High Court.” Section 102 is expressed in the same words as section 72 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, But, by section 65 of that Act, it was provided 
that ‘‘every judge of a local court of bankruptcy shall, for the purposes 
of this Act, in addition to his ordinary powers as a county court judge, 
have all the powers and jurisdiction of a judge of her Majesty’s High 
Court of ey pm’ hl A similar provision was made by section 65 with 
regard to the London Bankruptcy Court. In the present case the bank- 
rupt was a builder, and he had hired some machinery for the purposes of 
his business. At the commencement of the bankruptcy the machinery 
was in his possession, and the trustee claimea it under the reputed owner- 
ship clause. The owners of the machinery alleged that the operation of 
that clause was excluded by the existence of a notorious trade custom 
among builders of hiring the machinery which they require for their 
business. The owners brought an action of detinue against the trustee in 
the Queen’s Bench Division, ing the return of the machinery or 
payment of its value, and damages for its detention. The trustee applied 
to the county court in which the adjudication had been made for an order 
staying all further proceedings in the action until further order, and 
directing that the right to the machinery should be determined by the 
county court on an application to be made forthwith by the trustee. The 
judge refused the application, being of opinion that, ven if he had power 
to Grant it, the question in dispute had better be determined in the action. 
A divisional court (Cave and Wills, JJ.) reversed the decision and made 
the order asked for, They were of opinion that the jurisdiction which 
the courts of bankruptcy had under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to restrain 
the proceedings in actions was founded rather on section 72 than on 
sections 65 and 66, and that section 102 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
being in the same words, the same jurisdiction is continued to county 
courts in bankruptcy under that Act, though the London Court of Bank- 
ruptey, being part of the High Court, has no longer that jurisdiction. 
The Court of Appeal (Bert, M.R., and BaeoaLay and Boway, L.JJ, 
reversed the decision, and restored the order of the county court. They 


— 





held that the power of restraining the proceedings in actions which county 
courts had under the Beakeu eh Tee, wae conten. ae Poa 
section 66, and not by section 72, that section only. defining subject - 
matter to which the jurisdiction of the court extended. . 
section 102 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, did not give this power to 
courts, and section 100 gave to those courts, not, as section 66 of the 
payer Act, 1869, did, the powers of the Court of Chancery, but the 
wers of the High Court. One division in the High Court could notrestrain 
y injunction the p in an action in another division, and conse- 
quently county courts sitting in bankruptcy have now no power to restrain 
by injunction the proceedings in an action in the High Court. If it was 
desirable that such proceedings should be stayed, the proper course was to 
apply to the court in which the action was brought for a stay of proceed- 
ings. In the present case their lordships thought that the question of the 
existence of the alleged custom was one which it would be much better to 
have tried in the High Court.—CovnseL, Pollard and Poyser ; Bighar 
Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Sorscrrons, Scott § Barham ; J. EB. Foz. 





Execution — Sate—Norice to Suertrr or Banxkruprey Perrrioy 
AGAINstT Deprorn—Banxrurptcy Act, 1883, ss. 46 (2), 168.—In a case of 
Ex parte Warren, before the Court of Appeal, No. ], on the 24th ult., there 
was a question as to the mode in which notice ought to be given to the 
sheriff, under sub-section 2 of section 46 of the ptcy Act, 1883, of 


the presentation of a bankruptcy petition against a debtor whose he 
has sold under an execution. Sub-section 2 of section 46 that 


‘* Where the goods of a debtor are sold under an execution in respect of a 
judgment for a sum exceeding £20, the sheriff shall deduct the costs of 
the execution from the of sale, and retain the balance for four- 
teen days, and if within that time notice is served on him of a bankruptcy 
petition having been presented against or by the debtor, and the debtor is 
adjudged bankrupt thereon, or on any other petition of which the sheriff 
has notice, the sheriff shall pay the balance to deg -wpaletme gen 04 
who shall be entitled to retain the same as against the execution itor, 
but otherwise he shall deal with it as if no notice of the presentation of a 
bankruptcy petition had been served on him.” Section 168 provides that the 
word ‘‘ ‘ sheriff’ includes any officer charged with the execution of a writ 
or other process.’’ In the present case a writ of execution was, on the 
13th of October, issued in an action in the Mayor’s Court of London of 
Warren v. Holland, avd a warrant was lodged with the serjeant-at- 
mace of that court, directing him to levy £104 on the goods of Holland. 
When the serjeant-at-mace went to the premises of Holland for the 
urpose of levying, he found one Hillyer, an officer of the sheriff of 
Tahoe already in ion of Holland’s goods under a writin an action 
in the Queen’s Bench Division, and he ey ly intrusted the Mayor’s 
Court writ to Hillyer for execution. On the of October Hillyer sold 
under both writs, and on the 30th of October he paid £104, part of the 
the proceeds of sale, to the serjeant-at-mace for the purpose of satisfy- 
ing the execution in the Mayor’s Court. On the 3ist of October 
notice of a bankruptcy petition against Holland was served on Hillyer. 
He did not communicate the notice to the serjeant-at-mace, 
and the serjeant-at-mace had no notice of any bankruptcy petition 
within fourteen days after the sale. On the 22nd. of November a 
receiving order was made against Holland, and on the 6th of December he 
was adjudicated a bankrupt. The trustee in the tcy claimed the 
proceeds of the Mayor’s Court execution, and the question was whether 
the notice of the petition given to Hillyer was a notice within section 
46. Cave, J., held (ante, p. 324) that the notice was sufficient, on the 
ground that Hillyer was, within section 168, the “ officer with the 
execution of the writ.’’ The Court of Ap (Brert, M.R., Bac@aiay 
and Bowen, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, and held that the execution 
creditor was entitled to the money, Bxerr, M.R., said that section 46 (2) 
only provided that notice should be given to the sheriff, and, if it had 
stood alone, officers who performed the same duties as a sheriff, but who 
were not so called, would not have been within section 46. The bailiff of a 
county court and the serjeant-at-mace of the Mayor’s Court would not 
have been within the section. In order to inclu ep ceex who had to 
perform duties similar to those of a sheriff, section 168 provided that the 
word “ sheriff’’ should include Fig A officer rae with the execu 
of a writ or other process.”’ In his lordship’s opinion 
word should include persons who discharged duties similar to those 
sheriff. It did not mean every bailiff or man in possession. The 
of it was to include the serjeant-at-mace of the Mayor’ 
46, and, therefore, the n 
way as such anotice ought to be given to a sheriff. In the, 
it would not do to give the notice to a man in possession ; it must he 
to the sheriff, or to some agent of , 
receiving such notices ; to the under-sheriff, or, at 
one of clerks there. So, in the present case, the notice ought to have 
been given to the serjeant-at-mace, or to his 
purpose of recei such notices. te tap Set samues & are 3 
officer of the sh of London. Tiiver wee Se Sat 
at-mace only dos SSo peernence a part of his duty—te conduct the 
sale Sor bie ond ouet Roe pepcnete Sa Sie. (AE 8 potien Crake Bee 
in his lordship’s ) ee Q segs | ven to Hillyer, even while 
was discharging the duties which h een intrusted to him by the 
serjeant-at-mace. It certainly could not be effectually given after his 
agency had been feraninatad Ty Oi penta oxst the proceeds of sale to 


E 
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the serjeant-at-mace, But ardship it te be understood that 
he thought such a notice could not be oe er oes 
a sheriff, who was only a part of the s duty, and was 
not his agent for receiving n Baeeauray, L.J,, said that he could 


not construe section 168 as referring to any person to whom the person 
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originally charged with the execution of a writ of execution might think 
fit to = the discharge of a part of his duties. He thought that 
section 168 referred to a person lawfully charged with the execution of 
duties similar to those of a sheriff. His lordship would not express any 
opinion whether a notice served on Hillyer before he had handed over the 
proceeds of sale would have been effectual. But he was satisfied that, as 
soon as Hillyer’s agency for the serjeant-at-mace was terminated by 
the handing over of the proceeds of sale he had no longer any repre- 
sentative character which could make the notice effectual. Bowen, L.J., 
concurred.—CovunsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C.; Ringwood. Soicrrors, D. 
Blelloch ; Davidson & Morriss. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Souicrron—Costs—Taxation—Cuarce ror ‘‘conpuctinc Sate By 
Avcrion ”? wHEN Property 1s Not socp—So icrtors’ Remuneration Act, 
1881—Generat Onpver or Avevust, 1882, scHepuLE 1, part 1, rnvLE 11.— 
In a case of In re Wilson, before the Court of Appeal on the 27th ult., 
an important question arose with reference to the General Order under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. The scale in part 1 of schedule 1 to 
the Order provides that the remtineration of the vendor’s solicitor ‘‘ for 
conducting a sale of property by public auction, including the conditions 
of sale,’’ shall, “‘when the property is not sold,’? be ‘‘on the reserved 
price”? for the first £1,000, 10s. per cent.; for the second and third 
£1,000, 5s. per cent. ; for the fourth and each subsequent £1,000, up to 
£10,000, 2s. 6d. per cent. Clause 4 of the Order provides that ‘‘ the 
remuneration prescribed by schedule 1 to this Orderis not to incl ude (inter 
alia) auctioneers’ or valuers’ charges.’’ And, by rule 11 of schedule 1, 
part 1, “‘the scale for conducting a sale by auction shall apply only in 
cases -where no commission is paid by the client to an auctioneer.’”? Some 

’ at Chester, belonging to a lunatic, was offered for sale by 


preparation of the particulars of sale and other 
preliminary work, which would in London be done by the auctioneer, 

ing, according to the Liverpool practice, done by the solicitors. A 
surveyor was also employed, and, on taxation, the taxing master had 
allowed him a fee of £31 10s. The property not having been sold, the 
solicitors claimed a fee of £16 12s. a. wie the scale in part 1 of 
schedule 1. The taxing master disallowed this fee on the ground that, 
as an auctioneer and a surveyor had been employed, the solicitors had 
not “‘ conducted the sale”; but he allowed them two fees of £2 2s. and 
£3 3s. respectively for instructing the surveyor and for the particulars. 


The solicitors contended that rule 11 did not apply, on the ground that the 
fee of £5 5s. paid to the auctioneer was not ‘‘commission” in the 


ordinary sense of the word. They also contended that clause 4 applied. 
The Court of Appeal (Corrox, Lirxpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision taxing master. Corron, L.J., said that an examination of the 
the surveyor’s charges showed that many of the things for 
— ought to be done by the person who conducted the 
y, the solicitors had not conducted the sale and could 
having done so, the surveyor having done much of what 
have done. If a solicitor employed a surveyor to do the work 
ert Udon he was nine yo entitled to remuneration for con- 
taxing master id that the percentage for conduct- 

the sale could not be allowed where a payment = made to an 
but he admitted that his attention had not been directed to 
be that the fact of a fee being paid to an auctioneer 
disentitle the solicitor to remuneration for ‘‘ conducting” the 
not necessary to decide the point in the present case. 
and Fer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, R. Neville. Soxscrrors, 


Sorscrrozs’ Rewcseration Act, 1881, s. 7—Generat Onper or Avovust, 
1882, cravsz 2 (2.), (c.)—Scuepcre 1, parr 2—Scare CuHarce ror 
PREPARING Lease—ATTENDANCES AND JOURNEYS RESULTING IN AGREEMENT 
von Lzass.—In the case of In re Field, on the 29th ult., the Court of 
Appeal, No. 2, affirmed the decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 358), on the 

of the provisions of schedule 1, part 2, to the General Order 
of August, 1882, under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. The scale 
fs to be “ for preparing, ny and completing lease and 
she — was whether, in addition to the scale charge, 
the solicitor was entitled to charge separately for interviews and attend- 
ee 6, which resulted in the agreement for a lease, 
and led to the af teruns toms whieh the lease was prepared. € 
taxing master disallowed these additional charges, and held that the 
seale fee was exhaustive. Chitty, J., affirmed the view of the taxing 
master, and held that the scale fee for leases was intended to cover all 
yg eo and attendances. The Court of Appeal (Corrow, 
A ny, L.JJ.) adopted the same view. 
Another point raised was whether the General Order applied, inasmuch 
the negotiations took place before the Order came into operation, 
was not completed till afterwards. It was urged that, 
Order lied, the solicitor would be ved of 
him by ¢ 6 of electing, before undertaking 
rernuneration shall be according to the old system 
The Covet, however, held that section 7 of the 


le to all taxations after it came into operation, 
opinion expressed by the Court of Appeal in In re 


| 


~~ 


| 


Lacey (L. R. 25 Ch. D. 301, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 123), which was 
followed by Pearson, J., in In re Denne (ante, p. 28).—Counset, Ince, Q.C., 
and Rowden; Romer, Q.C., and Davenport. Seasnesen Soames, Edwards, 
§ Jones ; Freeman § Bothamley. 





Soxrcrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881—Genzrat Orpen, scxepute |, 
part 1, rk. 11—Sate unperR Lanps Ciauses Act—Rk&-INVESTMENT—ScaLE 
Cuarce.—In the casé of In re The Merchant Taylors’ Company, before 
Chitty, J., on the 17th ult., the question arose as to whether, upon a re- 
investment in land of money paid into court under the Lands 
Clauses Acts, the purchaser’s solicitor, is, under the Solicitors 
Remuneration Act, 1881, General Order, schedule 1, part 1, 
entitled, in addition to any charges in respect of the proceedings 
in court or chambers (General Order, clause 2) to also charge the 
scale charge. The question turned upon the construction to be put 
upon the meaning of General Order, schedule 1, part 1, r. 11: ‘‘The 
scale for negotiating shall apply te cases, &c. As to a mortgagee’s 
solicitor, it shall only apply to cases where, &c. In case of sales under 
the Lands Olauses Conselidation Act, or any other private or public Act 
under which the vendor’s charges are paid by the purchaser, the scale 
shall not apply.” It appeared that the purchase-moneys of lands taken 
by certain railway companies under the Lands Clauses Act were duly 
paid into court and invested, and a sum of £28,184, representing part of 
the investments, was subsequently re-invested in the purchase of land. 
The Merchant Taylors’ Company’s solicitor claimed, in addition to other 
charges, an item of £115 10s., as a scale fee under the General Order, 
schedule 1, part 1. Upon the bill of costs being taxed, the taxing master 
allowed the item, notwithstanding the objection of the railway com- 
panies, in answer to which he stated that there was nothing in the 
case to distinguish it from any ordinary purchase made with the approval 
of the court, and paid for out of a fund in court. The companies, upon 
summons to review the taxation, submitted that the meaning of rule 11 of 
schedule 1, part 1, was that the scale was not to apply to any matter in 
connection with sales under the Lands Clauses Act the costs of which 
were provided for by sections 80 and 82 of that Act, and that the use of 
the plural ‘‘ sales’? supported this view. Currry, J., said that the words 
in rule 11 “‘ under which the vendor’s charges are paid by the purchaser ’’ 
were to be read in connection with all the preceding portion of the 
sentence, so as to refer as well to sales under the Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, as to those under ‘‘any other public or private Act.” The 
question before the court, however, was not with reference to the payment 
of the vendor’s charges, but with reference to the payment of the pur- 
chaser’s charges—the actual vendor being a third party altogether outside 
the taxation, and, in fact, there was no question at all of paying the 
vendor’s charges, for he would have to bear his own as in any ordinary 
case. On that consideration it appeared to him that the words “‘ under 
which the vendor’s charges,’ &c., were material words as showing that 
the proviso at the end of rule 11 had not the large and extensive significa- 
tion attributed to it by the railway companies, but the more restricted 
meaning attributed to it by the taxing master.—CounseL. Macnaghten, 
ie ~ Smart ; Romer, Q.C., and Hood. Sourcrrors, W. F. Fearn; 

. G. Parson. 





Hion Court oF JustTicE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Before PEARSON, J.) 
April 27.—Jn re Julius Samuel Miller, a Solicitor. 


This was an application by the Incorporated Law Society to strike the 
above-named solicitor off the rolls, on the allegation that he had mis- 
applied moneys intrusted to him by two of his clients. One of the clients 
was a Mr. Sheppard, with whom Miller was on terms of great intimacy as 
a personal friend. Sheppard had had differences with his wife, and 
desired to obtain a separation from her, and he consulted Miller on the 
subject. He was anxious to escape pecuniary liability for his wife, and 
Miller advised him to adopt an assumed name for a time. This he did, 
and resumed his own name after a deed of tion had been executed. 
In June, 1882, he addressed to Miller a le’ of attorney authorizing 
Miller in the most general terms to act on his behalf, and to receive and 
pay moneys forhim. Under this authority Miller received large sums of 
money for Sheppard, and made various payments on his behalf. In 
November, 1882, eneert desired to obtain an account from Miller, and, 
on the 2nd of December, Miller had an interview with him, and handed 
him a bill of coste and a cash account. The cash account showed a 
balance of £694 due from Miller to Sh after debiting Sheppard 
with £134, the amount of the bill of costs. Miller paid over the balance 
of £694 to Sheppard, the bill of costs not taxed. It was now alleged 
that an item of £36, for which Miller had ta! credit in the account as 
having been paid by him to an hotel- named Marchant for the board 
and lod of Sheppard’s wife, had not, in fact, been pa?d by him, but 
that he retained the money, It was admitted that this payment had 
not in fact been made. Marchant had, after the settlement between Miller 
and Sheppard, applied to Miller for payment of his account, the amount of 
which was £30 (not £36). Miller dis uted the account, and told Mar- 
chant that he would accept service of any process he might issue for the 
amount. Ultimately Marchant took proceedings against Sheppard him- 
self, who compromised with him. It was whether, at the time 


when Miller’s account was settled, he had told Sh that Marchant’s 
bill was not actually paid, Miller said that he told Sheppard that the bill 
had not yet been , but that it would have to be paid ; gay denied 
this, hen Sh uim for pay- 





rd found, by Marchant’s applying to 
paid by Miller, tal 


ment, that the bil not been he obtained an order to 
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tax Miller’s bill of costs. On that taxation Miller brought in a second 
cash account, in which he claimed subsequent —— as made by him 
for Sheppard, and a bill for subsequent costs. e cash account showed 
a balance of £163 due from Sheppard to Miller. The taxing master 
struck off £51 gy 4 — a costs and = os noe the —_ = 
disallowed some of the pa: its for Shep includi e 
£36, the result being that £282 was found to be due from Miller to Shep- 
pard. Miller afterwards took proceedings in bankruptcy, and the matter 
was brought before the Law Society. 

The other client was a Mrs. Durrant, and the allegation as to her was 
that she had instructed Miller to take proceedings to obtain a divorce 
from her husband, and had furnished him with two sums of £10 for the 
costs, and that nothing had been done by him beyond issuing a citation 
to the husband. Miller’s defence to this charge was, in substance, that 
the —- was received by a clerk in his office who had acted dishonestly, 
and that he was personally ignorant of the transaction. 

Cookson, Q.C., and Hollams, for the Incorporated Law Society. 

H. Terrell, for Miller. 

Pearson, J. (after referring to the dispute as to whether Miller told 
Sheppard in December, 1882, that Marchant’s bill was not paid), said :— 
Looking to the fact that at that time the relations between Miller and 
Sheppard were extremely friendly, that Miller had no difficulty in borrow- 
ing from Sheppard, and did obtain large sums from him in that way, I 
should be very much disposed to consider that there is not satisfactory 
evidence as against Miller that he did not mention, or, all events, may 
not have mentioned, to Sheppard the fact that this sum of £36 so 
entered in the account was not paid, but was to be treated as 
a liability which would have to be paid. Unfortunately that which 
followed is difficult to understand, except upon a theory which by 
no means extenuates what Miller has done, assuming that he did tell 
Shep that this money was not paid. [His lordship referred to 
Marchant’s subsequent application to Miller for payment and Miller’s 
refusal to pay.] Itis difficult to reconcile that, either with the circum- 
stances of the case or with honesty, except upon the hypothesis, which I 
fear is the true one, that (however honest Miller’s intentions may have 
been in December, 1882), when the account was afterwards demanded by 
Marchant he had no longer the money in his hands with which to pay it, 
and he thought that by writing a letter of that kind to Marchant he could 
hold him at bay, either entirely, or, at all events, fora period. I need 
not say that that was by no means an honest transaction. [His lordship 
then referred to the second cash account brought in by Miller on the 
taxation, almost every item of which on the disbursement side, he said, had 
been rightly disallowed by the taxing master, the payments not being 
proved. His lordship conten 9 I do not hesitate to say that, if 
that account had been delivered by Miller to Sheppard, and settled by him 
on Miller’s statement that it was accurate, and it had been afterwards 
found to be as grossly maccurate as it is, I should have looked upon it as 
a most heinous deceit by a solicitor on hisclient. But I cannot help look- 
ing at an account taken in to be taxed by a taxing master as a very 
different thing from an account handed to a client to be paid without 
being taxed. A solicitor carrying in his account before a taxing master 
undertakes to vouch every item in it. He knows that nothing will be 
allowed without a proper voucher for it. I think it would be hard on a 
solicitor to accuse him of intentional gross deceit or fraud simply because, 
all g, as he did, that he had paid these sums, the payments have been 
disallowed by the taxing master for want of evidence in sup) of them. 
There was no attempt as to that account to deceive Shep > 

After referring to the facts of Mrs. Durrant’s case, his lordship con- 
tinued :—The question is whether I can say that it is proved to my satis- 
faction that Miller knew what was going on in his office with regard to 
Mrs. Durrant, that he had received this £20, or knew that it had been re- 
ceived, or whether he was guilty of anything more than carelessness in 
not knowing what was being transacted in his own office. I think it 
would be rather hard on a solicitor, if he has a clerk who is not acting 
honestly, to say that he is bound to know at once every dishonest pro- 
ceeding taken by that clerk. It may be that for a long time he may not 
find out what has been done, and in an office like Miller’s it may be his 
clerk would have an opportunity of doing many things of which Miller 

ht not hear. I do not think that on this transaction alone I can 
strike him off the rolls, or even suspend his certificate, when I am not 
satisfied that this money came to his hands, or that he knew that his clerk 
bg rofessing to act in “o> 3 pa = however oe — 
e umstances may be. Possi may too e 
matter; but I look upon this ntlediotin as one Sash te emealing 
beneficial to the profession, to suitors, and to the — gen ; and, 
it being a jurisdiction of that nature, which is to used for the pur- 
of preventing any man who has shown himself unfit to be a solicitor 
rom remaining in the ranks of solicitors, I think it should be used with 
the greatest possible caution, so that people may have confidence that 
when it is used by the court it is used under circumstances which neces- 
sarily spear thatit should be used. On the whole case, therefore, I have 
come to the conclusion that I ought not to strike Miller off the rolls, or 
even suspend his certificate. I think he has acted, as regards the non- 
ae of the £30 which he ought to have paid, dishonestly towards 
archant. I do not think he intended to act dishonestly with regard to 
Sheppard. I think the refusal to pay Marchant arose, in all probability, 
not from any intention or any preconcerted notion of dishonest, 


but from the stress under which he was put by being at that time 
in want of funds with which to pay Marchant. Of course, I do not put 
that forward as excusing his want of honesty, or say that it can be 
treated by this court as an act which, considering his position, he ought 
to have done. Nevertheless, solicitors are human bei! 
to the frailties of humanity like other people ; and I 


and are liable 
it would be a 





court, I think I shall be justi i 
may be a warning to him for the future, I make no order upon the motion, 
except that he pay the costs of it. 


QUEEN’s BENcH Division. 
(Before GRovE and Manisty, JJ.) 
April 23.—Jn the Matter of an Unqualified Person acting as a Solicitor. 


This was a proceeding on the information of the Incorporated Law 
Society against Walter Simmons for acting as a solicitor, he not being quali- 
fied to do so, contrary to law. The matter had been referred to Master 
Brewer, who reported that ‘‘one David Evans, in August, 1883, was the 
holder of a bill of exc’ for £40, which was accepted by one Charles 
Williams, and at which time the said Charles Williams was liable to pay the 
amount-to the said David Evans, and as such holder of the said bill he went, 
on the Ist day of September, 1883, to the said Walter Simmons to sue out a 
writ to recover the amount of the said bill, and the said Walter Simmons on 
that day sued out a writ at the suit of the said David Evans against the said 
Charles Williams to recover the amount of the said bill in the name of one 
Harry Kirkby, and then so carried on the proceedings in court up to 
and until the 6th of September, 1883, when the said Charles Williams agreed 
to settle the said suit with the said Walter Simmons on certain terms then 
agreed to; that the said Walter Simmons sued out the said writ, commenced 
and carried on the proceedings in court in the name of Harry Kirkby [a 
solicitor], without the authority of the said Harry Kirkby, and during the 
period in which the proceedings were so carried on the said Walter Simmons 
was not duly qualified to act as a solicitor ; and that at the time the said Walter 
Simmons so issued the said writ in the name of the said Harry Kirkby the 
said Walter Simmons knew that the said Harry Kirkby had not a certificate 
to practise as a solicitor of this court.” 

Scarlett, for Simmons, contended that the report was not warranted by the 
evidence, and that in truth Simmons was acting as clerk to Kirkby, and in 
the course of his employment as such clerk, and that in that respect Kirkby’s 
evidence was not to be credited as against Simmons. Simmons might not 
have known Kirkby was not certificated. If ven | gave his authority to 
Simmons, then the present charge was not sustain 

Reid, Q.C., with Hollams, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 
pointed out that there was proof that Simmons knew that Kirkby was not 
certificated as a solicitor. — J.—My — is that case is 
stronger against Simmons on the latter of the master’s report—that 
wish sul that he knew Kirkby was Sol auuitinhed but it ie said that 
was not referred to the master.] It was referred ; for it was referred ‘‘on the 
affidavits,” and it is in the a [Manisty, J.—But the notice of 
motion is on the other part of the , acting in Kirkhy’s name without his 
authority.] Under the statute a person is guilty of a contempt who acts as 
a solicitor, or sues out process either in his own name or in the name of any 
other person. Here Simmons acted as a solicitor in the name of Kirkby. 
[Manisty, J.—Did he act as a solicitor! Did he hold himself out as a 
solicitor ?] He acted as a solicitor surely in doing the work ofa solicitor, 
though in the name of Kirkby. [Grovs, J.—But that is not the charge, 
which is that the party acted in the name of another person without his 
authority.] The A rom d is contempt, and surely the contempt has been com- 
mitted by acting in the name of a solicitor not certificated. [Grovs, J.— 
You do not charge him with acting as a solicitor, but with acting for Kirkby 
without his authority. You have not made the charge—which you have sus- 
tained—of acting for Kirkby, pry 3 he was not certificated. The charge 
you make is acting in the name of Kirby without his authority. ] 

Ultimately the Court said it would be regrettable that the party, if guilty 
of the offence, should escape merely ona technical ground. They thought 
the best course would be to discharge the present motion without — to 
~ right of the society to institute a new proceeding against him.—Abri 
rom the Zimes. 
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Mr. Cornsurvs Txomas Saunpens, the president. There was a very 
moderate attendance of members. 

The Prastpgnt said : Gen the object of the meeting is stated in the 
circular which you have all received, and which I think you will not consider 
a vane otthat friend Mr poh ted wee NBL 

our our \ 

this me dv illness ; therefore the motions of which he has given 
notice will to the on the t occasion. He states his inten- 
tion to fresh for the July meeting, when, we he will be 
sufficien eS eS Sr move them. reduces, 
you all see, the subjects disoussion to two motions by Mr. Chas. Ford, 
who I sup is t, and four motions by Mr. Macarthur. I shall not 
deal with these su’ een, end oo entiataate the eqattans, Vs bans Gan 
state their case themselves, trusting that you 
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and patient hearing, for I think you will find 
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a to allow such fair and patient hearing to all speakers, however 
or unpleasant what they say may be to individual members. 
I shall now call upon Mr. Chas. Ford to move his resolution. 


Mortons in THE CHANCERY Drvisi0n. 


Mr. Forp, on rising, first called attention to a report which had appeared 
in the Times of Wednesday, and in which Mr. Justice Manisty called for a 
solicitor, using the words ‘“‘ Let him stand up.”? This seemed so much 
like “‘ Let the priscner stand forward,”’ that he thought it was highly objec- 
tionable, and a large number of the members of the solicitor branch of 
the profession felt very strongly with regard to it. He then proceeded to 
ask the question of which he had given notice, as follows :—‘* What has 
been done by the council in regard to the resolution which, on my motion 
at the April General Meeting of 1884, was carried unanimously, and 
which is as follows: ‘That the interests of solicitors and the convenience 
of the profession Ss goo that the practice which obtains in all the other 
divisions of the High Court of setting down motions, and of taking them 
in the order in which they stand in the lists, should be extended to the 

Division, and thus avoid the present confusion, expense, and 
delay which arise in such division in connection with motions to the 
pa e a — very aenens Se ne = the council -_— to pd with 

t. ere was a condition o: i existing in the Chance 
Division which was for the yonvenience of the bar only, and not for that 
of solicitors or of suitors: : of the judge, and he hoped they would hear 
that there was some likelihood of improvement. 

The Prestipent: In answer to Mr. Ford, I may say that a communica- 
tion has been made to the Lord Chancellor in the direction suggested by 
him, and the Lord Chancellor has promised to bring the matter before the 
Rule Committee of the Judges. 


Fees unper Szcrion 8 or tHE Soxicrrors Act, 1877. 


Mr. Forp moved, ‘‘ That the interests of articled law students (from an 
educational point of view) and the future of the profession (especially in 
relation to the possible amalgamation of its two branches) render it more 
than ever necessary that the provisions of section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 
1877, should be strictly complied with by the society, and the council is 
instructed to carry to a separate account all fees referred to in such 
section, and invest the amount so accumulated from time to time at 
interest, and to draw up and submit to the society a scheme for securing 
to articled law students some better system of legal education.”’ He said 
they all knew that the chief purpose for which the society was established 
was to promote legal education; but, unfortunately, there was a notion 
abroad that all was not done which might be done. Having referred to 
various excuses which he said were urged by the profession generally for 
not becoming members of the society, he went on to say that he did not 
think the society did all that it might with reference to its objects, as 
set forth in the charter, and he read extracts from the charter of 1845 in 
proof of his asssertion. The revenues received in respect of the examina- 
tions were under the Act to be applied to the one purpose of promoting 
legal education, and to no other whatever. If they would turn to the 
accounts for last year they would find that the society had received £9,900 
in connection with the three examinations, preliminary, intermediate, and 
final, and they had expended a little under £4,000 during that period. Since 
1877, about £80,000 must have been received, and there ought to bea 
large balance due to the side of education. The Legal Education 
Association had been established, and judges had left large sums for 
the purpose of promoting legal education, a proof that they thought the 
education given was not sufficient. 

Mr. E. Knaszr seconded the resolution. 


Mr. Pzxnixcron (chairman of the Finance Committee) said he was 
responsible in a sense for the accounts of the society, and at any rate he 
woe, portage, able to give a little information to the members, which other 

of the council might not be able to give so readily, and which 

might enable members to judge whether it was desirable or not that this 
motion should be passed. The first observation he would like to make 
was by way of explanation to Mr. Ford, for he did not think he had 
quite understood the matter. He (Mr. Pennington) did not think the 
members would expect that they should have to provide out of their own 
funds the necessary accommodation for these examinations of students, the 
delivery of lectures to students, or, indeed, for any of the other expenses in- 
curred in finding accommodation for students whilst they made use of thishall 
during the progress of their articles. That of course was a very important 
item; it was a very large item, and if Mr. Ford took that item into consider- 
ation, and also took into consideration a fair proportion of the various items of 
tee i which are to be found in the accounts, instead of a great surplus 
in the hands of the society, as Mr. Ford considered was the case, the 
balance would be the other way. He could not believe that the society 
would take themselves, with the funds at their disposal, to pay the rent 
(ae oume wi ee +3 oe arcpmmatetion of a na Of course, 1! he 
. Pennington) was t in t) ition it really disposed of the whole 
Mr. Ford had said pte ip about the society not doing all that 

it could for the improvement of the condition of the students, that they 


| 


only gave them lectures and classes, and that that was quite insufficient. 
He (Mr. anmengnen) wee p soap satisfied of one thing, which was that there 
was w 


upon council was more anxious than that everything 
should be donk with a view to improving the education in ever, 


particular 
of students, the desire of the council to raise the status the pro- 
fession, and to make it what they believed it to be, notwithstanding 
observations—and he said it advisedly—observations made in other 


qqus honourable , of gentlemen who were not 
Pie Ice tions emtete ts, de did not mean to say 
there were no exceptions, but, as a rule, he said that, as a body of gentle- 





men, they were not capable of doing those things which were sometimes 
imputed to them. The council were anxious, as far as possible—it had 
been their effort ever since he had known them—to improve in every 
particular the education of students with a view of raising the status of 
the profession. But he looked upon this as a very important part of 
the education of articled clerks—not what the ae could give them, but 
what the masters could give them in their own offices—and the articled 
clerks generally should pay a deal more attention to the business of the 
office. He knew from personal ience the value of the education 
there received. With regard to the , ae of the accounts, Mr. Ford had 
not, of course, had the advantage of seeing the precise form in which the 
accounts had been prepared. He (Mr. Pennington) was anxious that the 
accounts should be made as clear as they possibly could be for the benefit 
of the members, and since the account was prepared, to which Mr. Ford 
had referred, alterations had been made, and when the members received 
the accounts for the current year, they would see that considerable 
alterations had been made, with a view of stating as clearly as the council 
could what these different sources of income were, and what the 
different items of expenditure were. Of course there would be no attempt 
to apportion the items of expenditure—that was to say, there were upon 
the different funds certain proportions of expenditure which he took it 
could scarcely be considered proper to compare in a formal account. 
These were, after all, matters of estimate, and the council did estimate, 
and they had got a pro formd account, which would always show it. If 
they charged the articled clerks’ fund with a fair proportion of all the 
expenses incurred here they would not find a surplus, but, on the contrary, 
they would find a deficiency. If the council were right in the view which 
they-took with regard to the apportionment of expenses, that was an 
answer. Of course Mr. Ford was not aware of these circumstances, and he 
(Mr. Pennington) did not blame him, but he thought that with this 
explanation the meeting would probably be of opinion that it was not 
desirable to embarrass the council by passing a resolution of that kind. 
He hoped after the explanation he had given that the members would 
think it right to give the council some discretion with regard to the 
application of their funds. Of course, if at any time it should be thought 
desirable to make inquiries, the council would be glad to give information, 
and, of course, if there were any surplus of the articled clerks’ funds the 
council would devote it to the purposes of articled clerks and their 
benefit. 

Mr. J. R. Macarruvr thought if there were any doubt of the necessity of 
the resolution, the explanation to which they had just listened would put an 
end to it. What reason could be shown for not particularising the items 
of receipt and expenditure? When the council told them that the balance 
would be on the wrong side, he begged to say that was impossible. There 
was a balance to the good, and it went for other purposes than legal 
education, 

Mr. J. Exuerton said that the whole force of the remarks of the last 
speaker, if they had any force, rested in the parallel which he had attempted 
to draw between the payment of these fees and a trust fund. He (Mr. 
Ellerton) challenged him to show that there was anything in the nature of a 
trust about them. 

Mr. Kiweer said there was very likely no trust fund, but what of that? 
What did they want an express trust fund for, when they had gentlemen 
on the council perfectly able to define in their minds what was the object of 
the Act? He quite agreed that more was done in the office for a elerk than 
in lectures and so on, but also agreed that whenever they could possibly 
fasten on a fund for the purpose of increasing his knowledge of the law, they 
were bound to do it. He did not believe for a moment that these funds 
were improperly expended, but the question was whether or not what the 
society had done was sufficient, and whether they could not do more. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watters simply wished to point out that the section did 
notsay one wordabout rendering an account, therefore the observation thatthey 
were bound to render an account, as in the case of trust affairs or City property, 
fellto the ground. It was for the members to say to what objects these funds 
were to be applied. The council had supplied accounts and continued to do 
so from time to time, and the details were open for the inspection of the 
members at any time. In a question of this kind, which was one and in- 
divisible, there were no expenses which it was possible to divide. He might 
take the view that the examinations should be debited with half the costs, 
and some other gentleman might think it should be two-thirds. According 
to the best view of the council, they were within the mark, and they thought 
there was a deficiency, but the members were able to go into the subject, 
and if they found there was a surplus they had still to consider how long 
they would keep that surplus. Let them remember that for the last 
year or two thousands of men had been flocking into this already over- 
crowded profession. How much longer would they take to find out that the 
profession was over-crowded? And when that influx ceased, where was 
their income to come from to provide for their scholarships and examinations? 
He was not arguing against the desirability of providing means of educa- 
tion. Neither had Mr. Pennington doneso. But they they had not got the 
means, and if at this moment they had the means, there was nothing to 
guara ntee that they would have these means for a twelvemonth longer. 

Mr. Fonp replied, 


The Pausipent: Before putting this motion, I should like to assure Mr. 
Ford that, first of all, so far as the interests of the students are concerned, 
and the interest which the council takes in the promotion of their status and 
their welfare, he is under a mistake if he thinks that the council or the 
examination committee—that part of the council to whom the work is rele- 
gated of attending to these examinations—if he thinks that they are without 
interest or negligent with regard to the promotion of the best interests of 
the students. 1 may say that, so far as the president is concerned, he is a 
member of the examination committee 


, and has been for many years; that he 
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has never shown any deficiency of interest in the _ = from the time of 


the Legal Education Association, to which he (Mr. Ford) has referred, to 
the present time. Mr. Ford thinks there is not enough done by our branch 
of the profession, and he draws a distinction between what we are doing— 
the council of this society—and what the Inns of Court do. Mr. Ford must 
remember that the Legal Education Association fell bes not from a want 
of interest in its progress on the part of the council, but entirely from the 
opposition of those Inns of Court whose conduct he now applauds. I can 
assure him the examination committee of this council do, to the, utmost of 
their ability, endeavour, by all means, to Forage = legal education on the 
part of articled clerks in this country, and they will be glad of any sugges- 
tions from Mr. Ford—he has made none—which would at all help them in 
promoting further these interests. The only fault I can gather from Mr. 
Ford’s remarks was that they were deficient in not providing studentships 
such as are founded by the Inns of Court. Mr. P has shown, I 
hope, to the satisfaction of the meeting, that the council do expend all the 
funds that come into their hands for the students, and that. nothing remains 
to enable us to found valuable and expensive studentships of the kind 
he suggests. For the present only something like a third of the 
members of the profession are members of our body. If every member 
of the profession, or two-thirds were members of the society, we 
should be able to do what Mr. Ford suggests, and it would be a very 
proper application of funds coming to our hands from whatever source, 
whether they are subscriptions of the members or fees of students, to 
found scholarships and exhibitions for deserving students. The council 
would be only too delighted to have such funds to apply for the purpose. 
But we have not them at the present time, nor do we see any likelihood of 
being possessed of these funds until the society increases in numbers, for 
which efforts are being made. With regard to the appropriation of the fees 
received from the students, I think every reasonable member of the society 
present will be satisfied with the explanation given by our very careful and 
industrious treasurer, Mr. Pennington, to whose services we are greatly 
indebted for the continual care and foresight he exercises over the finances 
of the society. They will be satisfied “that the society is actuated by a 
desire to be perfectly firm and equitable within the meaning of the Act of 
1877 in the way in which they have appropriated these funds, and they will 
challenge at any time an investigation into the mode in which these funds 
are applicable, 

The motion was negatived, only five hands being held up for it. 


Tue Civus 


The following motions were on the 
Macartacr ;—“1, That in the opinion of this meeting the number of 
members who have joined the new club is, comparatively speaking, so 
small as to constitute its formation a failure (even if if be assumed that it is 
legal). 2. That the important part of the society’s premises now allotted 
to the new club is required to be rendered available for the general body of 
the members.” 

The PxestpeNnt, however, declined to allow them to be moved, as the 
subject had been considered within twelve months, and, according to the 
bye-laws, could not again be introduced within that time. 


Paper in the name of Mr. 


we LreRary. 


Mr. Macartuur moved :—“'That increased accommodation should be 
provided for students who desire to use the books in the library, so that they 
may do so without interfering with the privileges of the members.” 

Mr. Kimser seconded the motion. 

The Present: Before putting the question to the vote, I think there is 
really no serious inconvenience in the matter. No general complaints 
have been made, and the council cannot see the justification for the resolution 
at the present time. 

The motion was negatived, two hands only being held up for 1. 


OrperR oF Business, 


Mr, Macartavr had given notice of the following motion :—‘‘ That when- 
ever a notice of motion has been given by a member and included in the 
notice convening a general meeting, if the member who gave the notice does 
not move pursuant to his notice, any member then present may adopt it as his 
own and moye.as if the notice of motion had been, given by him,” At the 
suggestion of Mr. Lake, he amended it so that it should be necessary to have 
the consent in writing of the member before the motion could be proceeded 
with. He moved it in this form, 

Mr, Exterton took objection to the alteration, and moved an amendment 
that the words added should be omitted. 

ae, amendment was not seconded, and the motion on being put was 
carri 

Some other notices were on the paper of business, but, in the absence of 
Mr. Phillimore, they were not proceeded with. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The fifty-fourth half- yearly general meeting of the members of this 
association was held at the Ee Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on 
Wednesday, April 29. Mr. J. Anderson Rose (deputy-chairman of the 
board of management) presided, and among the other Ts present were 
Messrs. W. B. Brook, Kdwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, and Henry Roseoe.. The 
advertisement coe the mee and tho minutes of the last half-yearly 
general meeting, dated October 22, 1884, were read. The following report 


(together with the . balance-sheet) as in print and circulated among the 
the distions, i | ng thet ityfourth hal-yaty Sis ins 
e rs, in presenting thei ~ -¥ report, have 

pleasure to record much usefut work accompli e association, 

Since the last report in October, 1884, 24 new members have been admitted. 
The aggregate number now enrolled is 2,799, of whom 1,041 are life members, 
and 1,758 annual subscribers. Forty-eight of the life members are also 
annual contributors of from one to ten guineas each. 

The audited statement of receipts and expenditure, which is aj 
shows that the receipts from. all sources in the six months. ending fake 
28, 1885, amounted to £1,887 12s. 6d. The- balance at the Union at 
the close of the half-year was £276 4s. 1d., of which £133 8s. 9d. belonged 
to the Reardon Trust Account ; £15 was also in the hands of the secretary. 
A sum of £651 1s. Three per Cent. Consolidated Stock having been 
purchased during the half-year, the total invested capital of the assogiation 
(including the Reardon uest) amounted, on February 28, to 
£49,157 5s. 6d., as certified in the abstract of receipts and expenditure. 

The grants awarded during the six months to necessitous cases amounted 
to £910—viz., £310 in the relief of nine cases of members and families of 
members ; and £600 in forty-three cases of non-members and the families of 
non-members, The sum of £75 was also paid to annuitants from the income 
of the late Miss Ellen Reardon’s Bequest. 

The board again ask all members to aid them by thoroughly investigating 
the merits of applicants before recommending the cases for consideration. 

Mr. Frederick Deacon, of ra having resigned his seat on the board, 
the directors have elected Mr. T. Moss Shuttleworth, of Preston, to fill the 
vacancy. 

It is with regret that the board have to record a large number of deaths 
among subscribers to the association during the last half-year ; the y apis 
list for the year 1884 was an unusually long one, Every endeavour is e 
to gain increased support from the profession generally, but the directors 
earnestly ask for the individual efforts of members in their respective 
localities in obtaining new help. Personal gga result most 
favourably when a general appeal is often overlooked. 

John Hollams, Esq., having kindly consented to preside at the twenty- 
fifth anniversary festival, on Wednesday, June 10, at the Star and Garter 
Hotel, Richmond, the board hope for the co-operation and hearty support of 
the profession on that occasion. Several gentlemen have already sent in 
their names as stewards, and others will be yreceived. The festival will 
afford an opportunity for soliciting new subscriptions and donations so much 
needed by the association. 

The chairman (Mr. J. ANDERSON Rose) moved the adoption of the report, 
which, being seconded by Mr. Epwrx Hepcer, was carried unanimously. 
Mr. R. Watt Watt, of London, proposed a vote of thanks to the directors 
and auditors for their services during the past half-year. This was 
unanimously carried. The proceedings closed with a vote of thanks to Mr. J. 
Anderson Rose for presiding at the meeting, which, having eS ee by 
Mr. er Roscoe and seconded by Mr. J. H. Kays, was ied unani- 
mously. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The undermentioned gentlemen were on Wednestey called to the bar:— 


LINCOLN’s-INN.— Prestwood Lucas, B.A., 0 ; Arthur Alexander 
Cas B.A., Oxford; Patrick Edward Dove, University of ; 
William Henry Quarrell, B.A., Oxford; Sir Charles James Jessel, B.A 


Oxford; James Samuel Green, B.A., Oxford (Lincoln’s-inn 
International and Constitutional Law, 1884); Mancherj 
Bhown , of Elphinstone College, Bombay; Thomas 
LL.B., Dublin; and Winfrid Alured Comyn Platt, of H 
Oxford (a Tancred law student), _ 
Invern Tempie.—John Alexander Anderson, Joseph Shaw Mulholland, 
William Richard Brunskill Briscoe, M.A., Cambridge ; John Mainwaring 
Hall, B.A., Cambridge ; Francis Bury, B.A., Cambridge; Francis 
Cochran, Wilfrid Emilius Bayley, B., Cambridge; Edward John 
Chalmers Morton, M.A., Cambridge; Thomas Ernest Trollope, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Ewan Cameron Galton, B.A., i 
Cambridge; George Watkins Yardley, B.A., Oxford; Allan Donail Fraser, 
Robert Manuel, Associate King’s Coll S 
BA.’ Gumbrtiges Reckanghars Goon 

om ridge ; i 
Charles Gawen Roberts Gawen, B.A., Oxford; Burleigh Dunbar Kilburn, 
B,A., Oxford ; nee Pew Ores. .A., Oxford; Edward Egeiton Hanson 
brydges, B.A., Oxford; Montague John Druitt, M.A., Oxford; Robert 
Donaidson, Alfred Hull Dennis <> i scholarship in i 
awarded by the Inner, T February, 1884), B.A., Oxied;, Hugh 
Bertram Cox, #.A., Oxford; P, V. Kamaswami Raju, B.A., ; 
Charles Nevile Crosse; B.A. , Cambridge. 

Muwp.s Tsmeis.—James Simon Mackintosh, M.A., Oriel College, Oxford ; 
Cecil Ernest Pigott, Frederick Alexan: 

Trinity College, Oxford ; Paul Taylor, Ardeshi Kavasjie Sethna, 
Bophay Univenity.s ond Lagtie t byn. Viti oe il a 
RAY’ S-INN, exander Renton, University Edinburgh, 

Henry Edward Duke. 
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tion for discussion was as follows : ‘Was the case of Brunsden v. Humphrey 
(L. R. 14 Q. B. D, 141) rightly decided ?’” The question was opened in the 
affirmative by Mr. B. J. Ric who was followed on the seme side by 
Messrs. Hill, Riddell, and A. Austin. The negative was supported 
by Mr. Biden and by Mr. Stewart Smith. The opener having replied, the 
question was put to the meeting, and was decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of four votes. 


usual weekly meeting of this society was held at the Law Institution, . 


Chancery-lane, on the 28th ult., Mr. Spiers in the chair. The question for 
discussion was :—‘‘ That the Church of England should be disestablished 
and disendowed.”” The debate was opened in the affirmative by Mr. T. B. 
Napier, who was followed on the same side by Messrs. Rhys and Riddell. 
The negative was supported by Mr. Lloyd Jones and by Messrs. Bower, 
Wheeller, and Bennett. The opener having replied, the question was put 
to the meeting, and was decided in the negative by a majority of four votes, 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The seventh meeting of the season was held at the Law Library, Union- 
court, ‘on the 27th ult., when the chair was taken by Mr. F. J. Leslie, 
solicitor. After the 7. business had been disposed of, the chairman 
called w Mr. P. C. Kelly to open the affirmative of the following 
pe A. a, trustees, lend ¢ ae trust money to C. upon the 
security of freehold house property in N., valued at £3,000 by an indepen- 
dent valuer appointed by A. and B. Trade becoming bad, C, i ed 
insolvent, the value of the Bey sd falls, and only. £1,600 is realized. 
There is no evidence to show that the value was over-estimated at the time 
ofthe loan. Are A. and B. personally liable to make good the deficiency ?” 
The negative was opened by Mr. Tongue, and the following gentlemen took 
pert in the discussion :—Messrs. H. Todd, 8S. H. Richmond, J. C. Bromfield, 

- Calder, A. P. Thomas, and C. H. Wright. After the openers had replied, 
the chairman summed up, and the question on being put to the meeting, 
was decided by the chairman’s casting vote, which he gave in the affirmative. 
There were about twenty-four members present. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. G. L. PARKIN. 


Mr. George Lewis Parkin, the senior partner in the firm of Messrs. Parkin 
and Woodhouse, No. 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, died on the 23rd ult., 
after a short illness, at his residence, No. 22, Park-lane, Mayfair, in his 
sixty-seventh year. Mr. Parkin was educated at the Merchant Taylors’ 
School, and was admitted a solicitor in 1841. He practised for many years 
in partnership with the late Mr. H. W. Woodhouse. Upon Mr. Woodhouse’s 
death, Mr. Prederick John Pagden became a partner, and in the year 
1879 Mr. Wm. Chas. Woodhouse (a son of the late Mr. H. W. Woodhouse) 
‘was admitted into the firm. Mr. Pagden retired in 1884. Mr. Parkin was 
one of the Antients, and subsequently the Principal, of Barnard’s Inn. 
He was also a governor of Christ’s Hospital, and was a prominent, and one 
of the earliest, members of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Institution. 


MR. WILLIAM HAIGH BAILES., 


Mr. William Haigh Bailes, colicitor, of Boston, died on the 14th ult. 
. Bailes was born in 1821. He was admitted a solicitor in 1843, and he 
practised for about forty years at Boston. He had a lar practice, 
cag he did not hold any public appointments, he took an active 

in business. He wasa member of the Boston Town Council 

1863 till 1872, when he was elected an alderman, and in the follow- 

ns Bee of mayor of Boston. He was also for many 

y churchwarden of his parish. Mr. Bailes’s death has caused general 

He was buried at the Boston on the 17th ult., the 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mz. Eoucsp Canes Rawiixos, solicitor, of 2, Walbrook, has been 
— & Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 

Mr. Tuomas Bazurrrt Lexxann, barrister, has been appointed a Deputy- 
Lieutenant for the County of Essex. Mr. Leones {5 the diet ma 
Sir Thomas Barrett Lennard, Bart. He was born in 1853, and he was 
educated st Harrow. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
November, 1879, and he practises in the Chancery Division. He was 
formerly one of the staff of the Werxiy Revonren. 

Mr, Gronor Sracxuax, solicitor, of Trowbridge and Bradford-on-Avon 
has been appointed Registrar of the Swindon County Court (Circuit No. 52), 
im succession to Mr. James a Townsend, deceased .Mr. Spackman was 
we the Trowbridge County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr, Hewxy Cranx, wlicitor (of the firm of Clark & ° 
so gon 4 ( rm Collins), of Trow: 





A the Trowbridge County Court} Barker 


(Circuit No, 52), in succession to Mr. George Spackman, who has been ap- 
pointed i of the Swindon County Court. Mr. Clark was admitted a 
solicitor in 1852. He is clerk sages, Stee his partner, Mr. Charles Atkins 
Collins) to the county magistrates at Trowbridge. 


Mr. Joun Aurrep Axsop, solicitor, of 23, Great Marlborough-street and 
of Willesden, has been appointed a Commissioner of Deeds for the State of 
New York. Mr. Alsop was admitted in 1866, and is a commissioner to ad- 
minister oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Epwarp THemas Haroraves, of 18, Southwark-street, S.E., und 
Croydon, solicitor, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Henry Powerit Barrizy and Warren Samvet James, solicitors 
(Bartley & James), 30, Somerset-street, Portman-square, and 18, King's 
Arms-yard, Coleman-street, London. March 1. The said Henry Powell 
Bartley will in future practise at 30, Somerset-street, Portman-square, 
aforesaid, on his own account, and the said Warren Samuel James will in 
future practise at 18, King’s Arms-yard, Coleman-street, aforesaid, on his 
own account. [ Gazette, April 24. ] 

Freperick VaueHan Etuiorr and Seymour Pret Nasu, solicitors 
— & Nash), Hitchin and Stevenage, Herts. April 18. ‘The said 

ymour Peel Nash will in future carry on the business. 

Freperick Witu1am Rog Rycrorr and Ricuarp Picxvup, solicitors, 
Manchester, and recently at Bury. April 18. (Gazette, April 28. ] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orver or Court. 
Saturday, the 25th day of April, 1885. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, Mr. Justice Forth, and Mr. Justice Pearson respectively, it is 
expedient that a oo of the causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
and Mr. Justice Pearson should, for the purpose only of trial or hearing, 
be transferred to Mr. Justice North; now I, the Right Honourable 
Roundell Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order that the several causes set forth in the schedules hereto be 
accordingly transferred from the said Vice-Chancellor Bacon and Mr. 
Justice Pearson to Mr. Justice North, for the purpose only of trial or 
hearing, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order 
is to be drawn up by the registrar, and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


Fimst Scuepvue. 
From Vice-Chancellor Bacon (Witness Actions). 
Brandon v Owen 1883 B 6,618 Sept 3, 1884 
Genese v Bennett 1884 G 252 Oct 24, 1884 
Snow v Burdett 1884 8S 1,772 Oct 28, 1884 
In re Armstrong, dec, Pearson v Armstrong 1884 A 519 Nov 4, 1884 
In re Colbourn, dec, Jones v Edwards 1884 J 670 Nov 10, 1884 
Steers v Rogers 1884 S 1,143 Nov 13, 1884 
Springall v Knowles 1884 S 2,460 Nov 14, 1884 
Maussctt v Dale 1884 M 906 Nov 19, 1884 
Nicol v Nicol 1884 N 588 Nov 28, 1884 
Miles v The New Zealand, &c, Co, 1d 1884 M 1,566 Nov 29, 1884 
Taylor v Weedon 1884 T 404 Dec 9, 1884 
worth v Murray 1884 A 1,023 Dec 18, 1884 
Close v Barnetts, Hoares & ors 1884 © 1,169 Dec 24, 1884 
Close v London Chartered Bk of Australia 1884 C 1,170 Dec 24, 1884 
Ward & anrvS H Ward &Co 1884 W 2,218 Dec 24, 1884 
Calvert v Baxter 1884 C 469 Dec 24, 1884 
Baron Kinnaird v Denney 1884 K 717 Jan1, 1885 
Parsons v Salway 1884 P 1,074 Salway v Parson 1884 S 1,007 
Jan 1, 1885 
Kilpatrick v Littlejohn 1883 K 275 Jan 12, 1885 
Shepherd v Mayor, &, of Norwich 1884 8S 291 Jan 17, 1885 
We v8 1884 W 328 Jan 27, 1885 
Forder v Forder 1881 F 1,614 Jan 26, 1885 
Jackson v Needle 1884 J 367 Jan 26, 1885 
Bedingfield v Phillips 1884 B 3,103 Jan 28, 1885 
Green v Brumner 1884 G 1,073 Feb 6, 1885 
Faith v Harper 1884 F 879 Feb 9, 1885 
i mv Reynolds 1884 B 3,298 Feb 12, 1885 


Boddingto 
of | Willmott v Freehold House Property Co, 1d 1884 W 79 Jeb 12, 1885 


Saunders v Kent, Kent v Saunders 1884 S 2,768 Feb 13, 1885 
Fryer v Marsden 1884 F 1,134 Feb 15, 1885 

Grant & Cov Ungers 1884 G 2,463 Feb 21, 1885 

In re John Bates, dec, Allen v Viccars 1884 B 4,508 Feb 21, 1885 
Nitedals Taendstick Fabrick Co v Elmore & Co 1884 N 785 Feb 25, 1885 
Carshore v North Eastern Ry Co 1884 © 5,497 Feb 25, 1885 
Tonge v Cock 1884 T 2,419 Feb 27, 1885 

Howarth v Lewis 1884 H 4,799 Feb 28, 1885 

Reed v Irish 1884 R 2,047 Mar 5, 1885 

Bluck v Brown 1884 B 1,536 Mar 6, 1885 

Rust v Davison 1883 R 2,133 Restored by 

v Purvis 1864 B 4,182 Mar 17, 1885 
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Szconp ScHEDuuz. 
From Mr. Justice Pzarson (Wirness actions). 
Greenwood v Ramsden 1884 G 1,353 Jan 29, 1885 
North Eastern Ry Covirwell 1884 G 687 Jan 29, 1885 
In re Glover, dec, Glover v Glover 1884 G 1,957 Jan 31, 1885 
Spencer v Ancoat’s Vale Rubber Co, 1d 1884 8S 3,017 Jan 31, 1885 
Tyler ¥ Hearne 1884 T 1,996 Feb 2, 1885 
Carr v Cumberland Co-operative Benefit Bldng Soc 1884 C 4,617 Feb 
3, 1885 
White v Warren 1884 W 2,302 Feb 6, 1885 
In re Eagling, dec, Blackham v Stone 1884 B 488 Feb 6, 1885 
In re » dec, Goodall v 1883 G 1,637 Feb 7, 1885 
Baroness Stanley of Alderley v Alexander 1884 S 493 Feb 10, 1885 
Paterson v Stokoe 1884 P 2,991 Feb 19, 1885 
Blackwood v Dean 1884 B 6,334 Feb 25, 1885 
Gardner v Jay 1884 G 1,970 Feb 25, 1885 
Sayers v Stone, Worley v Sayers 1884 S 5,140 Mar 2, 1885 
In re Milnes, dec, Milnes v Sherwin 1884 M 3,170 Mar 3, 1885 
Robertson v Millett 1884 R 1,926 Mar 7, 1885 
Burlton v Jones 1884 B 3,795 Mar 10, 1885 
Gordon v Hawkes 1884 G 694 Mar 20, 1885 
Blaxland v Lazard 1885 B 440 Mar 23, 1885 
In re Leeman, dec, Darley v Tennant 1883 L 2,448 Mar 24, 1885 
Appleton v Stevenson 1884 A 1,324 Mar 26, 1885 
Fitch v Langley 1884 F 1,640 Mar 26, 1885 
Dadelszen v Hyde 1884 D 1,942 Mar 28, 1885 
Swansea Complex Ore Co, 1d v Swansea Zinc Ore Co,1d 1883 S 2,122 
Mar 30, 1885 
Swansea Bank, ld v Bath 1884 S 5,203 Mar 31, 1885 
Crompton v Jarratt 1884 C 4,902 Mar 31, 1885 
Kirby v Parkes 1884 K 1,023 Apr 13, 1885 
Gardner v Jay 1883 G 1,969 Apr 13, 1885 
Trundle v Harding 1885 T 85 Apr 13, 1885 
Davis v Davis 1884 D 2,300 Apr 15,1885 
Szrzorneg, C. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
April 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brtis.—Blackburn Water; Caterham Spring Water; Maid- 
stone Water; North Cornwall Raiiway; Oxford Corporation Water; 
Ri worth Water. 

Provisional Orders (Public Health Act) (No. 1); Local Government 
Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 2); Local Government Provisional 
Orders (Poor Law) (No. 3). ° 

Egyptian Loan 


Federal Council of Australasia. 
Bill in Committee. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Privats Brt.—Eastern and Midlands Railway. 
April 24.—Bills in Committee. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (poor Law) (No. 2). 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 3). 


Egyptian Loan. 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Local Government Provisional Orders. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law). 
April 27.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Lunacy Acts Amentinens. 
Bill in Committee. 
Honorary Freedom of Boroughs. 
April 28.—Royal Assent. 
The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the wapey Bills :— 
Municipal’ Voters Relief ; Army Annual; Election (Hours of Poll). 
Bill in Committee. 
Criminal Law Amendment. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Privare Briis.—Runcorn Gas; Skipton and Kettlewell Railway ; 
Valley Light Railway (Deviation, &c.); Blackburn Water; 
Rickmansworth Water. 
Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 2); Local 
Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law) (No. 3), 
Honorary Freedom of Boroughs. 
Egyptian Loan. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


April 23.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
fast India Unclaimed Stocks. 
April 24.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvats Brii.—London Street Tramways (Extensions). 
Bill in Committee. 
Highways. 


April 27.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Paivats Brius.—Barrington’s Hospital ; Fulwood Local Board; Liver- 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
wee Bruiis.—Newark Markets and Fairs; Northwich Local Board 
ater. 


April 28.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Br.t.—Lower Thames Valley Main Sewerage. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Briis.—Guiseley, Yeadon, and Rawdon Railway; Lydd 


Railway. 
leodk Authorities (Expenses of Conference). 


— 
— 


LEGAL NEWS. 


According to the Albany Law Journal, all the members of President 
Cleveland’s Cabinet but one are lawyers. 

Lord Bramwell introduced in the House of Lords on Friday a Bill for the 
consolidation of the Law of Arbitration. 


The Times says that a memorial to the Lord Chancellor is being exten- 
sively signed in South Wales, that Welsh ng persons may 
be appointed as county court judges and to other j positions in 
Wales. ‘‘The signatories are convinced that judges of an alien nation 
and language impair the administration of justice.”’ 

On the 24th ult., on an pei ge Saget eng Mr. Justice North 
that a day should be fixed for the trial of an action, his lords said that 
his intention was that, when an action was not Ne ee ee 
turn, it should go to the bottom of the list, so ‘as not to interfere the 
trial of other actions in their proper order. He could not permit the proposed 
fixture to be made. A Ra 

At the Warwick Assizes, on Tuesday, before Mr. Justice Zwingli 

A 0 cea Se ames Soe eens as eae Birmingham, 
on the 31st of December, 1880, a cheque upon the Birmingham Joint-Stock 
Bank for £423 7s. 9d, The prisoner was co-executor, in conjunction with a 
SEO oe PE ok es 
The case for the ution was prisoner ex- 
ecutors that he wanted to transfer a sum of money from the name of Field 
to that of Newman ; that thereupon he obtained their to a cheq 
payable to order without the name of any payee; that he subsequently in- 
serted his own name as payee, signed his name at the foot as executor, 
iohesuad the dheuen, toute money, and made use of it for his own pur- 
poses. The prisoner was asked from time to time as to the money, 
continued to pay interest to the parties concerned. He became 
a ee o Sense Se Lng sag ge ane San 
learned ju said it was necessary prosecution show 
meng mg i with intent 
defraud, a yd jury could convict = —— a a 

orace Smit! prosecution, argu 
prisoner had done; that the piece of paper signed by the two ex- 
ecutors was not a cheque until the prison as pe 
Mr. Hugo Young, for the defence, submitted ) 
Gocomens water © vopenatntees Wie & as Suevenas ee oe eae Soe 
His lordship, in summing up the case to the jury, said that if a person gave 
a cheque to another in which the name of a payee was not inserted, and did 
not authorize the party to whom he gave the cheque to insert his name as 

yee, if he did so without authority, with intent to defraud, that was 
Saeoeee. e j returned a verdict of Guilty. The learned judge, in 








B 


oa 
i 


infinitely worse than that. He was a solicitor. He was charged as a 
colictior with quest supeesnenins cad © alal} tows Gea 
honesty and pro g eg ey guaranteed to the public by his being 
an officer of the High Court. 
solicitor, and must be intrusted to him, 

reputations and conan in —— 
was quite an excepti i | 

cette at Sey on Conner when a solicitor conducted 
himself as the prisoner done—not only, his 

into which they had been inquiring, but in other cases too—the court 
bound to make an example of him, and to visit him with an exceptionally 
severe punishment. The sentence upon the prisoner would be one of five 
years’ penal servitude. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGITRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
APPRAL Court Count Mr, 
Date. No.1. oe 4 2. V. ©. Bacox. T. 


on, May ¢ Mn Pome Mr. Mr. Mr. 
mn eee : ‘erivale 
Frid ~— 8 vie 





pool Tramways ; Lower Thames Valley Main Sewerage. 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice ND, MAry, Cambridge. Juné1. Lee and Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
™O ; NorrTH. PEARSON. Epwarp, Cambridge, Gent. June 15. Golding and Son, Walsham le 
4 ° Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes Willows, Suffolk 
8 erivale Ward ‘oe at GEORGE, Basingstoke, A ap 95 ot Railway Carpenter. May 25. Knight 
6 an ‘arnham, 
7 Merivale apnerton owes CooKE, JOHN PELHAM, Shirley, Southampton, General Dealer. May 26. Pearce 
~ King Pemberton Clowes and Co, Renteaee 
9 Merivale Ward Koe EpWwAkpbs, Mary ANN SmiTH, Cannon st. May 20. King, North bldgs, Finsbury 
FisHER, James, Lucas st, Commercial rd East, Gent. Junei. Haynes, Bush 
yourt rox Leeds. June9. Rider, Leeds 
‘OUNTAIN, s. June er, 
COMPAN IES. GOoDLASS, RICHARD, Pendleton, Lancaster, Gent. May 30. Addleshaw and 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPanrgs. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
A. ZAPPERT AND COMPANY, LIMITED. > Petition for winding up, presented March 
27. directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on and 2. Dod and Co, Berners st, 
solicitors for the petitioners 
On OF SOUTH AUSTRALIAN C ‘£D.—Chitty, J., has 
fixed May 5 at 11, at his chambers, t tiie & ofthe apointahent of of an Official liquidator 
IstE Pm TRADING Conran, 1 i TL Gina ‘has, by an order dated 
April y eppointed Villiam Henry Panne ers’ Hall chmrs, asin, 
st. to be the official liquidator nears, EF 
LonspaLE LEAD Mrixinc Company, Lowrren.—Creditors are required, on or 
before ¥ May 22 to cond their names and addresses, and the 1 the perticulere of their 
aims, to omas William Read, 30, Castle ool. June 4 


WeEsT AFRICAN OOMPANY, itors are 
on or before Aug 1, to send  ppait names and addreases, and the parti- 
their debts or claims, to Henry Dever, 4, Lothbury. Oct 27 at 12 is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

DALE ASHWoOD 


MILLERS DALE MPANY, LimireD.—Petition for 
winding 23, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on 
May 9. id Co, Painters Hall, agents for Boote and Edgar, Man 


chester, solicitors for =the petitioner 


ABERDARE MERTHYR STEAM o- Oosszmey CoMPANY, LIMITED. 
ee up, A 0 be heard before Chitty, J., on May 
Norton and Co, Coleman st st, solicitors te the petitioners 
ENGINE AXD “SmrEN” Foc SicNats Company, LiwiTep.—By an order 
ee L. 9:4 E: ril . it = ordered that the company be wound up. 
ee st, solicitors for the petitioners 

yy Company, LiowTED.— Petition for bag o> J up, 

April 24, 4 imotel to_be heard before Kay, J., on May 9. Stevens, 
ictoria st, solicitor for the petitioners 

Jous VEENON Hore AanD Company, LowiTep.—Bacon, V.C., has appointed 

Friday, May 8, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of’ an official liqui- 


Parent Non-ExPiostvE BorteR Company, Luwirep.—By an order made by 
.J., dated April 18, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Myers, South sq, Gray’s inn, a for the petitioner 
RIVER-GAMRIA be yma de Company, Limtrep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
25, directed to be heard t before Pearson, J.,0on May 9. Lindo and Co, 
Coleman st, woos for the petitioner 
River Gamers Company, LIMITED. —Petition for winding up,presented April 25, 
directed to be heard | before Pearson, J.,{on May9. Crump and Son, Philpot 
lane, solicitors for the petitioner 


{ Gazette, April 24.] 
—Petition for 


caxo 


(Gazette, April 28.1 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCER 
ABBEY LANE EstaTe.—Chitty, J., has fixed May 5, 4 ii, at his chambers, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator 
Fovurra Saist Martis’s M 


UTUAL BENEFIT Buitpinc Socrery.—Petition for 


pinding up. P eee eoomntes os pril Fn directors r heard 1 a Cues. 5 Se 
Royal usticef on urday, ;May Alsop an 0, Gt Marlborou; 
st, solicitors for the petitioner : © 


[ Gazette, April 24.1 
A AND COMPANY.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated 
ak fens, Bont was ge that the company be wenn up. Freshfields and Wil- 
bldgs, solicitors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, April 28.] 


CouUNTY Lp OF yy 

Victor gyre Compaxy, Loarep—Th e Vice Ranecion 9 b : prea. 

dated Char! Remfry, ommerce rd s ‘ver- 
pool, to be efteed Wyuidator 


{ Gazette, April 24.) 
Frrenpiy Pocus Dissoivep. 
Count HawrHors Ancrent OrpER OF Foresters’ Frienpiy Socrery, Royal 
Exchange, Fisher st. Great Bridge, Westbromwich, Stafford, = Ai wei 
azette, ril 24. 
SHEFFIELD SRUQUEREAL ASD PROVIDENT TENEMENTS AID IMITED, 
Loxorasisit Fuovioest Beserit Cie, Schoolhouse, tiieblite? Hants. 


{ Gazette, April 28.]} 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Krrsox, Mary, Rechdale, AR eS uct © dv halgh, Re 
B 7 ris- 
tear Manchenter District. Heap, Rochiale min. Gianna 
at, Gronce Tuomas, Earist« 
Young v 


Turton 
es  Wileon, Keri 
7 Buzzard, as Butcher. May 27. Turnham v 
"phar Caley r, Abc —x 2 
Wionr, Rev oot “May 2%. Wight v Wight, Chitty, J. 


Millman, Gt James st, Bedf 


7wh, {gpenster, Schoolmaster. May 23. 
Macqueen, Pearson, J. Stuart 


igar 
Bootle, Lancaster, Builder. May 27. Clark v Midgley, Chitty, 


[{ Gazette, April 24.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Wri1sK Hewny, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. 


ASMION, Sheffield, Silversmith. June 2. 


Bramley, Sheffield 
Finsbury percmen terrace, Depttord, Docekespes, June ¢. Windybank, 
Bapees, Brocklesby, Lincoln, Blacksmith. June 1. Goy and Cros, 


June %, Whitehead, 





Warburton, Manchester 
Hulton, Lancaster. 


GREGORY, April 2. Dutton, Bolton 
GRUBB, we, Oxford, t. June 24. Walsh 
HN, Bedminster, Bristol, Retired Publican. April 30. Hasell, Bir- 


LANGDALE, Rev WILLIAM JOHN, Ormonde ter, Regent’s park. June 13, Hunt 


and Co, Lewes 
LvuarD, WILLIAM CHARLES, Llandaff House, Glamorgan, Esq. June 24. Shirley 


and Sons. Cardiff 
siyueay, Wr.14m, Manchester, Beer Retailer. May 28. Brett, Manchester 
O’ BRIEN. Birkenhead, Chester. May 25.. Quinn, Liverpool 
ORFEUR, ” JOHN, Lower Close, Norwich, Timber Merchant. Jone! y. 


and Cadge, Loddon 
PEACE, GEORGE, Willenhall, Stafford, Labourer. April 25. Thorneycroft, 
Dutton, Bolton 


Wolverhampton 
PENDLEBURY, Evins, Leigh, Lanenener ril 30. 
Lindo a ‘o., Coleman st 
rd, Doctor of Medicine. 


PICARD, pense Paris. M: 
1. Branson and Co 


ining Engineer. May 30. Graham 
and Shepherd, Sunderland * 


TAYLOR, EpwAkD, Malton, York. Manager. June1. Jackson 

TILFORD, WILLIAM, Micklefield, York, Farmer. June 1. Dunning and Co, Leeds 
WHITE, CHARLES MorzEy, Epsom, Surrey. May 25. Godden a | Co., Old Jewry 
WoFINDEN, THOMAS, Greasbrough, Innkeeper. June 1. Oxley and Coward, 


Rotherham 
[ Gazette, April 21 


Copeman 


June 1, 


SMiTH, JOSEPH, Gosforth, Northumberland, 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
May 5.—Messrs. GEO. GOULDSMITH, Son, & Oo. at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 
perties (see advertisement, April 25. p 
May 6.—Messrs. MASTERMAN, Evans, & Go, s the Mart, at 2 p.m., Rent Charges 
(see advertisement, “aks 4). 
May 7.—Messrs. BEAN & ELDRIDGE, at the Mart, Policies, &c. (see 
advertisement, April 25, p. 4). 
May 7.—Mr. Gro. A. BICKERTON, at the we" at 2 p.m., Freehold and Copyhold 
Pro operty see advertisement, April 25, p 
ey EO. A. BICKERTON, at the Mart, a 8 o’clock, Freehold and Copyhold 
Property (see advertisement, this week, p. 3 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Bopxk1n.—April 28, at No. 3, Church-road, Park-road, Haverstock-hill, the wife of 
H. Peter odkin, Solictor, of a daughter. 

Hrepert.—April 27, at ne Hall, Herversham, the wife of Percy J. Hibbert, 
barrister-at-law, of a 

YarTes.—April 26, at “Ellesmere Park, Eccles, the wife, of J. M. Yates, barris- 
ter-at-law, of a daughte 

MARRIAGES. 


DERHAM—TYTLER.—April 28, at_ Southsea, Walter Derham, of 2 
Temple, barrister-at-law, to Matilda Henrie 
General John Adam Tytler, V.C., C.B. 
’DEATHS. 
Beemp— Agen 24, at 43, Agate-road, Hammersmith, George Biller, Solicitor, 


agec 
PaRKIN.—April 23, George yontd Pa Parkin, of 22, Park-lane, 


Essex-court, 
tta, daughter of the: iate Brigadier- 


Mayfair, and 5, 
New-square, Lincoln’ ’s-inn, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES 
Under the the Bealkraptey Act Act, T8069. 


Theobeld, H.8.T., Oxford, Gee keh 

oO ’ or en 

‘ THE BANKRUPT UPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Frmay, Aprt * En 885. 
Pm ae 

Alston, Crewe, Brunswick 


arin P= Court. Pet Feb 
18. Ord Apr 21. Exam pms Sat il necoaeee inn fie 
Andrews, James Thomas Prouse, Suffolk, Smackmaster. Great 

Yarmouth. Pet Apr 20. Ord prem rh 3 May 4 at 2.30, at Townhall, Great 


Yarmouth 
Bayley, Sophia — Hereford, Spinster. Hereford. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 
ro eo F, Morecambe, Lancashire, Ironmonger. Preston. Pet Apr 20. 


xam 
Ord Apr M 

Bennett "Winans Ww Walaa, Staffordshire, Grocer. Walsall. Pet Apr 22. Ord 

wr 22. xam 

Binge, Walter Poste. Leite Perambulator Manufacturer, Leeds. Pet Apr 21. 
Ord "AL 21. Exam May 12 at 11 

Burton, Teste rick Charles, and George Meal, ay tt Hardware Merchants. 
Liverpool. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20, Exam May 4 at 11, at Court house, Govern- 
meus tades, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Damed James, eenews wich, Leather Seller. Canterbury. Pet Apris. Ord Apr 


Cliffe, Owen a i liam, Champion Wile, Hessow rd, Harlesden, Builder. High 
Court. Pet Mar 7. Ord Apr 21 xam June 8 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


flelds 
- Burlington grdns, = ay Pm h Court. Pet Feb 27. 


Coleman, H., Cork st. 
Ord Apr 21, Exam June 8 at it at pinot sing 
Corpe, Charles William, pe ile d, Provision Merchant. High 
Juno 3 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


oy ag Pet Apr 22. ona Apr 22 


Pat sa ra ana Gursier. Bristol. Pet Apr22. Ord Apr 22, Exam May 
2 4, a 


‘Aberdoey Merioncthshire 
Exam May 6 


Draper and Grocer. Aberystwith. 
a hy s lle 2. nn Ord Ape 3 atta. 
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May 2, 1885. 
Dunn, Frederick k Kawin, Sutteny, | ee. Chemist. Colchester. Fut Age 20° 
Ord Apr 20. Exam Ma: pantie: 
Duxfield, Timothy, Sou Pet Apr 22. 
Ord Apr 22 sa May 4 er 11.30, ‘anc st Court ase, tovaeneen bade Victoria 
Biyard wbmng Cardigan, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet Apr 21. Ord Apr 21. 


Firth, ames, and David Firth, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Engineers. Halifax. 
Pet’ Apr 20: Ord Apr 20. Exam May 12 
Foster, re, Goorze oe Otley, Yorks, Painter. Leeds. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 
y 12 a 
Garrett, Newson Dunnell, Poplar grove, West Kensington, Major in ay 
_— Court. Pet Feb 24: ‘Ond Apr 22. Exam June 5 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s im 


rding, Alfred, Havant, Hampshire, _— 71 Implement Proprietor. 
Portsmouth. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr22. Exam 
Haywood, Joseph, Upper Bangor, Carnarvonshire, ice. Bangor. Pet 
Apr7. Ord Apr 2i, Exam May 11 at 12.30 
Hill, Penrith, Cumberland, 


ames mri Grocer. Carlisle. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
Apr 20. Exam May 4 at 11 at Court house 
omas Chatte > Gaoenabury, nr Halifax, Physician. Halifax. Pet 
Apr 18. Ord_Ay Apr 20. Exam Ma: 4, 
» Themes § Shortlands, Kent, Builder. Croydon. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20, 


J, John, Meror Tydfil, Labourer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
r xam Ma 
m, George, B rotherton, nr Pontefract, Draper’s Assistant. Wakefield. 
Pet yen 18. Ord Apr 20. Exam May 7 
Kibb y, Samuel, Birmingham, Baker. " Rirminghens. Pet Apr 10. Ord Apr 20. 


xam Ma: cody bade 18 at 2 
Manchester, Fruit Dealer. Manchester. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
— 20. Exam ™ May 11 at 12.30 
Lawson, Joseph, Chester, Baker’s Assistant. Chester. Pet Apr 22. Ord Apr 22. 
Exam Apr 30 at 12 . 
Levey, James William, Shepherd st, Mayfair, Furniture Dealer. High Court. 
Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20. m June 4 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lawes omas Richard, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
r 20. —4 or 20. Exam May 14 at 2 
Locks, th rge, Boston, Lincolnshire, Fishmonger. Boston. Pet Apr 
On ee. 21. Exam May 14 at 
Maliorie, John William, Starbeck. Goal Agent. York. Pet Apr20. Ord Apr 21. 
Exam A! Gy 11 at Guildhall, York 
emems, hn Anthony, and Joseph Mastaglio, Newcastle on Tyre, Cabinet 
Neweastle on Tyne. Pet Apr 22. Ord Apr 22. Exam 
Maughan, 2 a omas, Darlington, Durham, out of business. Stockton on 
‘ees and Mid: borough. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20._ Exam Apr 29 
i oa Oates, Halifax, Pawnbroker. Halifax. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20 


=. Willian, Standon, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Hertford. Pet Apr 22. Ord 
Apr Exam Jane 1 at 12 
Morton, John, Whitchurch, Salop, Bootmaker. Nantwich and Crewe. Pet Apr 
Ord Apr 20. Exam May 20 at 12.30 at Nantwich 
Oakiand iwerd Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham. Pet Apr 20. ‘Ord Apr 20. 


ay 19 
— Arthur, Bacup, Lancashire, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oldham. Pet Mar 
Ord Apr 22, Exam May 19 at 2 

Poole, William Robert, Bridgwater, Somerset, Cheese Factor. Bridgwater. Pet 
Apri7. Ord A ei. Exam May 11 at 11 

Presto: nee, Abingdon, Berks, Chemist. Oxford. Pet Apr 22. Ord 
Apes, ot May 21 at 11 

Schoon, James Chantler, a Yorks, Accountant. Leeds. Pet Apr 21. Ord 
sith. Exam May 12 at 1 

Samuel, Ringwood, Qe Baker. Salisbury. Pet Apr 21. Ord 

Apr 21. Exam May 8 at 12 

siipn, coke, Nutbrook st, Peckham, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar 21. Ord 

xam June 2 at 11 at 34, jAnocies 8 inn fields 

sirhnshires Edmund Brown, Milk st, Lace Merchant. High Court. Pet Mar 
14. Ord Apr20. Exam June 2at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 

Seiies, Deotlorees: Sheffield, ture Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
Apr May 15 at il. 30 

Siableton, @ Hand ‘0, Dewsbury, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. Dewsbury 
Pet Apr10. Ord Apr 20. Exam Ma 

Taylor, Charles, Seenieeham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 21. Ord 

bs or, Eu, 


May 
$y) Cardiff, Y ie Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Apr20. Ord Apr20. Exam 
ay 7a 


Tiden, Lorentz, —. Victoria st, Merchant. High Court. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
Apr 20. Exam June 2at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tomkinson, William, Smallthorne, Staffordshire, Grocee. Hanley, Burslem, 

and Hanley Pet Apr 10. Ord Apr 20. Exam May 22 at 11 at Town 


it? hard, Gt Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Coachbuilder. High Court. 

Apr 16. Ord Apr 21. Ord June 2? at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

pdisthen . Sheffield, Smallware Dealer. Bheiield. Pet Apr22. Ord Apr 
bes ae ay 15 at 11.30 

Ward gomes, pre ton, Lancashire, Bricklayer. Preston. Pet Apr 22. Ord Apr 

22. Exam May 

Watson, Edward, Jarrow upon Tyne, Sy Block Maker. Newcastle on 

e. Pet Apr 21. Ord Apr a oo 


Anhots James Thomas Prouse, ay hee "Stan Smack Master. May 4 at 
Mr L Blake, South Quay, @t Yarm: 
Bayley, Sophia Pauline, Hereford. May Tat 2. Official Receiver, 2, Offa st 


ereford 
Bland, Walter Foster, Knostrop, Leeds, Perambulator Maker. May 4 at 12. 
Official Receiver, St Andrew’s ys Rang 22, Park row, 
Blyther, William, Chatsworth rd, Clapton pk, Butcher. May 4 at2 at Bank- 
tey bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bredauer, Ls Louis, Glenville, Dalham gdns, Fitz.John avenue, Eito Broker. May 
4at 12 at Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


, James, Sandwich, Leather Seller. May 1 at 10 at 32, St George's st, 
Canterbury 
Car! Briggs, Fenchurch st, Solicitor. May 6 at 11 at Bankruptcy bdldgs, 


op ertegel tp, Lincoln’ tate, Mayfield, 8 Poultry Dealer. Mf 
. . Sep estate, Mayfiel< ussex, Por er. ay 4 at 2.30, 
peices essrs Spencer and Reeve, Mount Pleasant, Tonbridge Wells 4 
Devi, Benn. Cork st, Burli tington fans, Solicitor. May tat 12 at Bankruptcy 
a st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
puis ower Chapman st, St George's in the East, Licensed Victualler. 
May ‘ at ta 11 at ie. Carey st, Lincoln's inn_fields 
+, Congleton, Cheshire, Carriage Builder. May 1at12. Officia 


Rector a ward st, Macclesfield 
Perea Sudbury, Suffolk, Chemist. May 4 at 12. Rose and 
lames, and David Firth, Sowerby Bri Yorkshire, May 4 
at 11. “Oficial Receiver, Townhall ay et A shitas eh. ~{ 
Forster, ee ere. Ye Itloy, Yorkshire, ©, Painter, May 4 at 11, Official Re- 


cave. iat row, Le 
oagmpod, Ghats 8 Beiititown, p Sane, Bont Suaiees. May 4 at 1.15. Mr. L. 





Greener, Josiah Wiliem, Deptdord, Fruiteree. May 4 at 3. Official Receiver, 
He Fee Sbachen Eiverpool, Cotten Broker. May 5 at 8. Official Re- 





ceiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Ha Agricultural Implem t Proprietor. May 
4 at 10.30. Cee Receiver, 166, Queen st, Daren 7 
11 ificial Se 8, Quay st, Carmarthen ~~ 
Hill, James ¥ Fenrtin, Gatsborkaed, Grocer. May 4at 12. %, Fisher st, 
Hitchen, Thomas Chatterton, Queensbury, nr Halifax, Physician. May 4 at 


ne, Official Receiver, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
ft, He: ‘Solletgr, Kidderminster ny pa May 5at2.15, 





J Rate ubeld, Solicitor, Ki Sapeens. May iat 11 

en m, raper’s y . 

Official Receiver, § Southgate chmbrs. Sou Southrate, ate, Wakefield 

Kelly, Rachael, h rd, Kil ools, May 4 at 12. 33, 
Ca arey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Kibby, Samuel, Birmingham, Baker. May 1 at 11. Official Receiver, Birming- 


Kirkman, Thomas, Manchester, Fruit Dealer. May 11 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
Ogden: s chmbrs, Bridge st, renee 
Levy, Edward Henry, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Tailor. May 1 at 2. 33, Carey 


ew si tunes ‘Richard, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Grocer. May 4 at 12. 
iy 
fficial Receiver. ag EE ee 
Mallorie, J ohn k, nr Harrogate, Coal Agent. May 5 at 10. 


mS, econ vers - CF Mastaglio, Newcastl Tyne, Cabinet 
ony, and Jose; io, Ne le on e, 
Makers. May6éati11. Official ates County chmbrs, Newcastle on Tyne 
Henry Thomas, a Se Sea, out of business. May Vat il. 

Official ver, 8, Albert Middlesborough 

McDowall, John, jun., Shipbuilder, May 1 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Michaelson, Jacob, Manchester, Watch Dealer. May 5 at 2. Official Receiver, 

tehall chmbrs, 25, Colmore row, Bi 
Mitchell, Isaac, Bradford, Yorkshire, Grocer. May 2 at 10.30. Official Receiver 


Ivegate chmbrs, rd 
Halifax, Pawnbroker. May 4 at 12. Official Receiver, 


Moore, James 
Pinon eiaeey Hii W. ibe, Bi Builder. May 13 at 11.30 at 
pros, Eigesy, yoom) uckinghamshire, a 
Oe, Aylesbury, Bucks 
Robinso Joseph, Cansey, Lascnehive, Robtts Mannfectarer. May 1 at 3. 
cial ver, 37, Stramo te, Kendal 
in, Samuel, Ringwood, my Baker. May 5 at 12.30 at The Crown 
Spikins, Freie x oes, Furniture Dealer. May 4at3. Official Receiver, 
Taylor, Charles, B Birmingham, Beer Retailer. May 6 at 11. Official Receiver, 


ining’ 

Tosh, Peter Alfred, Ealing pee =, a Timber Merchant. May lat 
11 at 28 Sand 29, St Swithin’s lane 

ony, a Yorks, Auctioneer. May 2 at 11.30 at Clay’s Rail- 

way Hotel, Northallerto: 

Watson, Edward, Jarrow.  barham, Block Maker. May 5at2. Official Receiver, 
County chmbrs, Neweastle on 

Wilks, Abraham, jun, Clerkenwell rd, Manufacturer. May 4at 11 at Bankruptcy 


Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fi 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 21 


Williams, Robert, Caergwrie, Flintshire, Grocer. May 5at 12. Official Receiver, 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Abrahams, Isaac, Houndsditch, Fancy Warehouseman. High Court. Pet 
March 7. Ord April 18 

Barrow, William James Malet Temple, Grand Hotel, Charing Cross, Esq. Hich 
Court. Pet Nov 29. April 18 

Bay pn . Sophia Pauline, Hereford, Spinster. Hereford. Pet April 20. ora 


Bra ling g, Robert Hen Henry. Newport, Isle of Wight, Saddler. Newport and Ryde. 
cece noe are m, Westbourne nd, Barnsbury, Baker. High Court, Pet 
March 6. 

Cc John Wandsworth rd, Grocer’s Assistant. Court. 
‘Pet March 19. Ord are 


Corbett, John, mE AGEL coebute, Hill, nr Bradford, Staff 
‘Man udacturers.” Bradford. Pee Math oe Onl april ae 


Opow. Bawendy Hem eeDe, Coal itrchant, Gt Grimsby. Pet 
Davies, Richens, Sake . Merionethshire, Draper. Aberystwith. Pet 
April 20. x pril 20 ty 


Dixon, John Th cunne, King's Cite, Northamptonshire, Publican. Peterborough. 
Pet April 13. ‘Ord April 30 

Dunell, Belsize Cy P pout Hampstead, ‘of no occupation. High 
Court. Pet Feb 24. Ord 


Duxticld, Timothy, Sou Lancashire, Builder, Liverpool. Pot Apr 22. Ord 
Fork, Thomas Hooton, Nottingham, Fishmonger. Nottingham. Pet Apr 18. 
Forster George Richard, Otley, Yorkshire, Painter. Leeds. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
Fone Pree, Betigh Court aa, Pee fier Oak Ord ‘Apr SS 
oma Charles, Southtown, n Sutfolls Boatbuildes, Ge Yarmouth. Pet Apr 
Gay, Robert Henry, Larkfield road, Richmond, Agent. High Court. Pet Feb 
crite Wala, Caniiff, Boarding house Keeper. Cardiff. Pet Aprs Oni 
Having, Alfred, gg van 3 Agricultural Implement Proprietor. Poarts- 


mouth, Pet Apr2o. 
Hodgson, John vos Office General Post Office, St Martin's le 
dligence Department. High Court. 


Grand, Assistant Superintendent in Inte 
Pet Feb 17. Ord Apr is 
Se rey eS ee nr Pontefract, Draper’s Assistant. Wakefield. 
ot y Is 
Tolley, anh Howar, Lincoln, Saddler. Lincoln. Pet Apr is. Ond Apr 2t 
somaya iJ, Birmingham, Wholesale Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet Apr 1. 
or 21 . 
Kiskuiaty Th 


omas, Manchester, Fruit Dealer. Manchester, Pet Apr 2. Oni 
Knightley, George, Bethnal Green ni, Saddler, High Court, Pet Mar ® Oni 
Lawson, Joseph, Chester, Baker's Assistant. Chester, Pet Apr 2. Oni 
Lavin Phomas Richant, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet 
singe ata Shields, Furniture Broker. Newoastle on Tyne. Pet 





Oni 
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MpGatore, Py Ora abe Moreton rd, Islington, Surveyor’s Clerk. High Court. 


Edward, Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham. Pet April 20. Ord 


21 

Padgett, Francis William, Wyke Regia, Dorsetshire, Brick Manufacturer. Dor- 

chester. Pet Apr 2. Ord Apr 

Ord Nor ve + pa Pownall rd, _ Bootmaker. High Court. Pet Mar 14. 
= ry on Tyne, Dealerin Feathers. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 

r r 20 

Reames a, Charles, Aldrington, West Brighton, Wheelwright. Brighton. Pet 
Roberts, Henry, Tichentes, Carnarvonshire, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Mar 31. Ord 
smith, Albert, Bat Tots, Greve. Dewsb Pet Apr16. Ord Apr 22 
Taylor, Eli, Cardiff, Glass Cardiff. Pet A r20. Ord Apr 21 . 


Ganittietne, - acre rocer. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pa Resaes Mee 190. Ord Apr 21 
~ ward, High st, South Norwood, Oilman. Croydon. Pet Apr 
Ord Apr et pr 22 
Water “So, Livingstone rd, Thornton heath, Builder. Croydon. Pet 
it 
we eo Raat, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire, Coal Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet Mar 31. 
Tu Apr 
i. , Scarborough, Coachbuilder. Scarborough. Pet Mar 21. Ord 


Wilbon-Hattenden, Gout Pet . xandra rd, poy A hill, Norwood, Clerk in Holy 
e Mar 


18. Ord Apr 
Woolsey, Wi jun, t Yarmouth, Twine Spinner. Great Yarmouth. 
Pet Apr13. Ord Apr 20 : 
TUESDAY, April 28, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barlow, Edward, Stockport, Cheshire, Brickla Stockport. Pet Apr9. Ord 
rot May 2 aati yer. kpo' et Apr ri 
e ion, 


i dncolnshire, Farmer. Lincoln. Pet Apr 23. Ord 
ae eam May 12 at 2.30 ; 16 hares 
James Murray, Ealing. Brentford. Pet Mar 20. Ord Apr 21. Exam 


Oe, ite 
wae 4 eo rr hn 
Court. pr pr xam June 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s ) 
Creed, Richard, Hastings, Bootmaker. . Pet Apr 23. Ord Apr 23. 


Frederick Wilhelm, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. Kingston upon 
Hull. ‘ane Apr 2%. Ord Apr2. Exam May 18 at 2 at the Court house, Town 


Dunningham, Eli Wells, Colchester, Tailor. Ociehester. Pet Apr 25. Ord 
ne 25. a ‘e 13 at $ at the Townhall, Colcheste - 
= mary, Dewsbury. Yor! . Boptmaker. Dewsbury. Pet Apr 


pr 24. “4. Exam M ay 
» Pem Cie Carmarthenshire, Hotel Keeper. Oar- 


Evans Jobe ¥ Watkin Mo: 
ge Pet Apr 24. xam May 12 
ancy Draper. Exeter. Pet Apr 23. Ord Apr 


William, Torquay, 
ag at Witten. tiva Gehan 

e, Cheshire, Grocer. pen der L; - 

bridge. Pets r 23. Ord ‘A r23. Exam May Sr Sey eee 


ugustus, Didsbury, nr Manche mae, Beerhouse Keeper. ‘k- 
Pet Apri4. Ord Apr 23. xam May § at 12 ne ee 
omas Andrew, Brighton, Iron Merchant. Brighton. Pet Apr 24. 


Kruey, Riward. Rastoetrne, Pracher’s A Lew 
ws urne, Bute s Assistant. d le 
rafts prt Ee 2 May mat i 2 es and Eastbourne. Pet 
William, and Jo ucoCc r ‘ 
Ape ios k, Do g, Brewers. Croydon. Pet Apr 23. 
Mansfi Thomas ma, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Watchmaker. Salisbury. Pet 


Avr 4. ani, Westbury on Teyt hme B 
on umber. Bristol. . 
5, an _ at 12, ys r al sBrsal Pet Apr2. Ord Apr 
” jam esto 2. G) otel K r. Great Yarmouth. P. 
2%. Ord = 2. im by at 2.30, at Townhall, Great Vermouth % 
= Charlies B: en aa Charles John Paris, Live »1, Merchants. Liver- 
. ba A er: s . Apr 2. Exam May 7 at 11, at r ourt house, Government 


NI 
So Newport. Mommouthehive, Grocer. Ni 
Ord Abe ene er been ewport, Mon. Pet Apr 24. 


omas, berland, Farmer Carlisl 
2%. Exam Muay 7 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle ae Se Aaee, Onbdgr 


Robertson, Robert. North —s Northumberla: d, Li ~ 
Robo Georie, Pet Apr 23. Ord i or 23. Exes May pti vee sae 


a Ord Apr. eg he colnshire, Fa Victualler. Lincoln. 


12 at 2.20 
EL, Maidstone. Pet Apr 24. Ord Apr 
Stein, ,- i Winchester st, ey og Court. Pet Sept 18. 


Scotch Law Agent. 

Ord te 15. Exam June 2 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Stone, Francis Sidney, Lambourne rd, Cla: pham, Gentleman. Wandsworth. Pet 
Thornica ef hh Fs Iv ae Eee, B Hig 

verson rondesbury, Coal Mercha: 
‘et Feb 2. “Ord Apr 23. Exam June 2 at i. 20, at Sa Lingle 
Turner, Philip Parkman. d rd, Highbury, Carpet Warehouseman. Hig’ 
Court. Pet Mar 16. OY emp Exam June 2 at 11,20, at 34, Tinesinfe be 
be = yt Jone, North ahs, Auctioneer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Exam Ma es a , 


Webbs) Sian Gesap, 
Hull Pet Apr 14. Ord Ae 


of 
Court. 


Pet apr 23. 


son yoen Tee, Wine Merchant. Kingston upon 
May 18 at 2, at Court house, Townhall, 


Hi 
Wi William Charles, C Cabinet 

Ord 4. Exam May 12 Maker. Carmarthen. Pet Apr 2. 
Ww Jesse, Brixton 7, Commission Agen 


4 Co ou >, Ord 
Apr. Exam June 9 at 11, at %, Tinooie's tun Hot Ps SAare 
Woodward, Robert, Late of Wymondham, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Apr 
Ord Exam ) 7 hirehall, , 
"Heltet ane Arth: ur, Burleigh Hote Hint Cone 


st, Hotel Proprietor h Court, 
Apr 2, Dicom: Juno $00.12" at Hw, Lingoin's tun tote ay 


The “ appa amended notice is substituted for that pub 
ra: baa a published in the 


Coleman, H st, Burlington gdns, Bolictt court 
Ord Apr 21. | eR Bole, fei a Sam 
Freer Meerixas 


Bannister, , Morecambe. a 
Berkey Bale oes Hit es Irommonger. May 6 at 3. Law 
neew, r Dp gg Cheshire Brickiayer. May 7 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Benn xt, Broomwood 

on Visione ne rd, Wandsworth, Builder. May5 at 3. Official Re- 


Oaver 
Bennett, Wiliam, Walsall, Staffordshire, Grocer. May 6 at 11.30. Official Re- 





B: , Robert Hi Isle of Wight, Saddler. May 9 at 3. Official 
ver, eT one ay of ht 
Carter, Edmund he gt , Grocer’s Assistant. May 7 at 11. Official Re- 
t, 
Bootmaker. May 5 at 2.30. Chamber of Commerce, 


ceiver, 2, Cute crscn 
145, ‘Cheapside 
Dahl, Frederik Wilhelm, Kingston mg Hull, Merchant’s Clerk. May 8 at 11. 
Official Receiver, Lincoln's i inn bldgs, Bowalley lane, H Hull 
Devens, Isaac, Bristol, Currier, May 6 at 12. cial Receiver, Bank chambers, 
coln’s 
Evans, John Watkin Morgan, Pembrey, Sarin Hotel Keeper. May 
Fae. Thomas socten. Nottingham, Fishmonger. May 6 at 12. Official Receiver, 
change ottingham 
w 83, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Townhall chbrs, Ashton under phone 
ne i Ernest Augustus, Didsb Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper. May7 
no pper Senge, Carnarvon, vil Engineer. May 8 at 12.15. 
e, 
ie 
Inge, Thomas. Shortlands, Kent, Builder. May 6 at 2. Official Receiver, 109, 
Victoria st, ‘Westminster 
Official Receiver, 
Kelsey, Ea — Eastbourne, Butcher’s Assistant. May 7 at 12. 39, Bond st, 
Kilshaw, William Tyson, Liverpool, Gent. May 8 at 2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Vinsoris s st, Liv ool 
Cxry* chbrs, Chester 
Moo — Standon, Herts, Farmer. May 6 at 11.30. Dimsdale Arms 
alley Pe Pataleke net, Cowkeeper. May 6at2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Nimmo, Geo derson, Fence Houses, Durham, Brewer. May 5at 12 30. Three 
Edward, Nittingham, Baker. May6at2. Official Receiver, Exchange 
Phillips, vo Bacup, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 5 at 3. Mechanics’ Institute, 
Bristol Arms ober 
Probert, John, eae. 9 “Grocer. May 8 at 12. Official Receiver, Tredegar 
omas, Orton, Cumberland, Farmer. May 7 at 12. Official Receiver, 


a yy Edmund, Park village East, Solicitor. May6at12. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
18 at 3.45. Mr Gough, 13, Murray st, 
Gatter, John William, Torquay, Fancy Draper. May 7 at 11. 
Gouldbourn, William, Hyde, Cheshire, Grocer. May 7 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 
fficial Reosiver, County ps Oy Market pl, Stockport 
, Thomas aaeee, Brighton, Iron Merchant. May 5 at 12. 145, Cheap- 
Jam, J : erthyr Tydfil, Labourer. May 6 at 11. 
Lawson, Joseph, “Chester, Baker’s Assistant. May 5 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Hotel, Hertf: 
Tuns Hotel, Durham 
Cnr 
Posts, William Ro peitquweter, Somersetshire, Cheese Factor. May 5 at 11. 
pl, Newport, M 
Ra 


34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Robertson, Senet, North Shields, Licensed Victualler. May 7 at 2.30. Official 
Schoon, James 


chbrs, Newcastle on Tyne 
ee Otter, Yorkshire, Accountant. May 5at11. Official 
Receiver, 22, Park row, 
Skipp, —_ Nutbrook st, Peckham, Builder. May 7 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
co 
Turner, “Thomas, Horwich, Lancashire, Farmer. May 7 at 11. 16, Wood st, 
Wasa Socran. saetell, Smallware Dealer. May 6at3. Official Receiver, Fig- 


Ward, Jamies, Preston, Lancashire, Bricklayer. May 6 at 2. Lane Ends Hotel, 
Wardlaw, James. North Shields, Auctioneer. May 7 at 2. Official Receiver, 


Coun chbrs, 3 Newcastle on Tyne 
Webb, satemin scar, Kingston on Hull, ane Merchent. May 8 at 2. Law 
Society all, Lincoln’ sinn bldgs, Bowlalley lan 
Wondered, Robert, eee, Norfolk, Fenny May 6 at 1.30. Official 
Receiver, Queen st, Norwich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aldous, Ed Carshalton, Builder. don. Pet Jan 23. Ord Apr 23 
«wy orthowram Village, me Maltin, © Quarryman, Halifax. Pet Apr 
1 pr 23 


Andrews, James Thomas Ryne Lowestoft, Suffolk, Smack Master. Gt Yar- 


mouth. Pet Apr 20. aoe 
Bare, Arthur ae net's ourt Station, Earl’s Court rd, Kensington, Auc- 
tioneer. High Gants. Pet Jan 13. Ord Apr 23 
— illiam, Walsall, Staffordshire, Grocer. Walsall. Pet Apr 22. Ord 
B fel, J hh, and Henry Grunbaum. qed st, Goswell rd, and Golden 
ine e, Barbi iblems n, Hat Manufacturers. High Court. Pet Mar 25. Ord Apr 22 
ot Walter: Doster, Leeds, a 8 5 Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet Apr 21. 
r r 21 
. Francis, and Mosbert many, Mare st, Hackney, Ironmongers. High 
Comrt. Pet Mar 3. Apr 22 
Northallerton. 


Anavew. Bedale, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. 
et Mar 30. Ord Apr 23 

a Edmund Gregoey, Cardiff, Grocer’s Assistant. Cardiff. Pet Apr 14. Ord 

Cintk, Frederick, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet Mar 5, Ord 

pr 


Ooee nm, ren p Dormont & Southwark, Umbrella Manufacturer. High 
bs ng ba Apr 23. Ord Ap 
Corber, Noah James, come Mary ¢ Church, Devonshire, Farm Labourer. Exeter. 


Pet Apr 16. Ord Apr 22 
Onipi, & _— Henry, Mill Bank, nr Halifax, Cotton Spinner. Halifax. Pet Mar 


Digs ‘Allan ™., Congleton, Carriage Builder. Macclesfield. Pet Apri7, Ord 

Evans, John Watkin Morgan, Pembrey, Carmarthenshire, Hotel Keeper. Car- 
en. Pet Apr 24, Ord Apr 25 

Fisher Hliward, Beverley Yorks, Chemical Manufacturer. Kingston upon Hull. 

i yey Upper t st, Islington, Club Proprietor. High Court. Pet Mar 7. 
aon, "Fhomas, Watermillock, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet Mar 31. 


Vr venette Geonge, Drapers’ gardens, Stockbroker. High Court. Pet Apr 
Golastone, Bimon, Blackburn, Lancashire, Tailor. Blackburn, Pot Apr8. Ord 
cou 3 goin, Plymstock, Devonshire, Baker. East Stonehouse. Pet Apr 8. Ord 
ote Radigen Saundersfoot, Pembrokeshire, Draper. Pem- 


Selina Rains 
Dock, 1 Pet Apr17. Ord A Apr 2 
te, Penrith, Cumberland, Grocer. Carlisle. Pet 





hte fs Henry, an an. J. Putley Radlife, Vigo st, Regent st, Jewellers, High 
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Hitchen, pene Chatterton, Queensbury, Yorks, Physician. Halifax. Pet Apr 


ais Ord A) ed 
Wakefield. Pe Pet Apr9. Ord Apr 25 


Treland, Robert Clement, Southampton, Draper. Southampton. Pet Mar 18. 


Ord Apr 


Jormee, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Labourer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
Apr 
J Sn John, Liverpool, Builder. Liverpool. Pet Mar14. Ord Apr 23 


James, & snowman, Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Grocer. 


Ord Apr 
Lafaryue, Frederi 

Pet 16, Ord Apr 25 
— ,» Mark lane, Wine Merchant. 


Ma negallo Jobn Anthony, 
Makers. ‘Neweastie on T; 


ick, Her Majesty’s Theatre, Theatrical Lessee. High Court. 
High Court. Pet Jan 13. Ord 

‘ a ei: on Tyne, Cabinet 
_ ‘Bet Bot Apr ma. Ord 


Apr 25 
Yorkshire, ay of business. Stockton on 


Maughan, eos Th omas, 
Tees and Midd esborough. Pet re 20. Ord Apr 
Mox.on, J. y— W aitchurch, Salop, Bootmaker. 
20. Ont Ape: pr , a 
P iene 
a ae Gola Man 
— 


Apr 23. Ord A) 


Robinson, George, Market Rasen, Lincolnshire, Lincensed Victualler. Lincoln. 


Pet Apr 23. Ord Apr 24. 


Robinson, oom, Cunsey, Lancashire, Bobbin Manufactr ‘er. Kendal. Pet Apr 


8. Ord Apr 2 


Sinclair, Walter, Prince’s buildings, Coventry st, Jeweller. High Court. Pet Mar 


29. Ord Apr 1 


ay or Barnabas, Rye, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Hastings. Pet Aprs. Ord 
“a oe" Charles, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 21. 
ia aemany, Leyburn, Yorkshire, Auctioneer. Northallerton. Pet Apr 17. 

ard, James, Preston, Lancashire, Bricklayer. Preston. Pet Apr 22. Ord 


and James Eockoune, West Ardsley, Yorks, Hay Dea'ers. 


Naatwich and Crewe. Pet Apr 
, Henry Charles I , and William di 

ufacturers. Deby. Pet Mar 30. Ont ee 
Thomas, Orton, Cumberland, Former. Carlisle. Pet ty 23. Ord 


nite. patent yenth Shields, Licensed Victualler. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


Newtown. Pet Mar 19. 
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The Subscription to the Soricrrons’ Jovgnat is—Town, 268. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wauxty Rerorrsr, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 
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CouRT ©) 


Ord Davies v. Makuna 


James, North — Northumberland, Auctioneer. Newcastle on Inre Horne ........ 
hy “pet Apr 23. Ord A: Petre v. Petre ..... 
Watson, Edward, yey “upon ~ = Durham, Blockmaker. Newcastle on Tyne. Esdaile v. Payne ...- 


wen Apr 21. Ord Apr 
Williams, 


bert, Gninwents, Flintshire, Grocer. Wrexham. Pet Apr2. Ord 


Skinner v. The ArThe City of London 
Marine Ins‘ Co 
HicH Court OF JUSTICE :— 
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— ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. The Baitor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commun.- 
De Meilhac, Jules, Hemsbesenge, Professor of French. Scarborough. Adjud Dec . 

4. Annul Apr 21 catrons. 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. EDE AND SON, OROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfas 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and C 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without _— spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for pm in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a 7 
to & Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Cocoatina a La Vanittz is the most ——e digestible, 


cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H, Scouwszirzsr & Co.,10 4 dam-st., Strand, ondon, w, 


CLERGYMAN’S WIFE, residing 
Camberwell, Desires One or Two Semettibans 
for her Boy, aged from 6 to 12. Nice home, with 
private ti tion or Grammar School. Would not 
object to entire charge of Ward in Chan 
oth references.—GUARDIAN} Mr. 


cery or 

Stansfield’s Music Wareh Chepstow-terrace 
~ c Warehouse, » w- 

Peckham, 8.E. _ ' 








WORBTARY seeks RE-ENG AGEMENT. 

Has been four years with a Member of Par- 

Rename Shorthand writer and correspondent ; mar- 

ried ; j age 26 Would take moderate salary or tempor- 

po pm oyment. Highest references.—Apply, J. H., 
care of PAleaonaer & | Chepheard, 27, Chancery aie. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INsU- 


RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 


ness, 


Chief Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand ond Capt Gubscribed amount to 
of £1,800,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Janns © CUDDON “<¥ , Barrister-at-Law, 
Middle Tem 
Deputy*Chairman—OHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 
& Pembertons), » Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’ sane Golds. 
Th ors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 
Policies of Insurance granted nst the contin- 
ony F-3 Issue ot meget fates o ore. ‘ 
e Company oney on Mo rs) 
Lite Intensete and Reversions, whether ahootate or 
mn mn 
jad Jompany also purchases Reversions. 
Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Balance &) a ona every information, sent 
sithees on. &) 
FRAN 


ROBE Pes MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her vaisial Bench Corporation of 


ROBES FOR, QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 


— SOLICITORS: oo. on, 
Gowns for Registrars,Town 
shes. and Clerks of the Peace 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


yas ¢ GUARDIANSHIP of quiet, Lady- 

GIRLS, between the ages of 17 and 21, is 
undertaker by Miss Boyer Brown, Saxonhurst, 
Fey = N. eight Gepaee mcam. Lessons 
m tinishing masters can be had. 


the Whole of the 
ion &c, 








LAz! FIRE INGUBANOS OFFTOR, ud, 
cery- ” il 27, 1885.—Notice 

is Hereb: Cen een that te e ANNUAL GENERAL 
MEETING of the Shareholders of the Law Fire In- 
surance Bonty will be held at the *s Office, 


to eloce Hight Directors in the room room of tie like lige number 


of directors who go out by soutien, and also 
Four Auditors in the room of the like ne ak = 
retire, and for General 

The chair will 

The follo 








to! 
eligi and offer themselves for re-electi: 
wae Fox Bristowe, | Frederick Morgan, Esq. 
The i Q.c. n enry Salus’ Milman, 
e Hon. 2sq. 
Jamp la, bh Melmoth Walters, 
chien cs Kaye Freshfi " 
go. Upton | William Williams, Esq. 
ton Robins, —- Ye 
The Ai Ww hore seeing 
ward Fran cis "Bigg, Esq. 
Soetes Esg. 
William Tann ons Flere, Esq. 
Edward Bags Oe ead, Esq. 
They are eligible, and offer pe for re-elec- 
tion. iy order of 


of the Board, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. 


|) EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or 


or Annuities thereon ate UITABLE RE- 
Mba INT IRTY (LIMITED), 1 
» Seon, Bridge, 
Capital Inverest on Loans may be 
captiall 
g 8, CLAYTON } Joint 
H, OLA 





MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 








or by letter, to 


WILLIAM R. poeas, Treasurer. 
Treasurer’s Depai tment, The Council House, 
Eden-place. 





ITY AND OounT® OF NEWCASTLE- 
CREATION OF £1 000 CORPORATION 3} PER 


The Corporation are ’ to issue, in sums cf 
£10 and een tries in 1936, 
and also bearing interest at 3} 


a plication, and information in respect to 
orms on 
= from J. J. Pace, City 


HILL MOTUM, Town Clerk. 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
Capi’ ry ape oI than 850 
se en 4 #"¢100,000 pail up. 
The Company’s yan are limited to first-class free- 
hold mortgages. 


the Stock, may be 
Treasurer, Town 





Ho 
W. Kk Gaara Bay K.C.B. 
FLOWER LakkWORTEY, Taos, , RUSSELL, Esq., 
ARTHUR M. Mrromon,|Sir Epwarp W. Star- 
Esq. ForD, K.C.M.G. 


Chairman of 
The Hon. Sr Furor. Wintaxan, RCAC, . M.L.C., 
Terminabdle Debentures 


henstuy Saterent an 4 Bog iy whe = 
ae upwards. Interest 


tt a epee EaeeE 


EUROPE, 
ASIA, 












F you want Money without Feee—amounte 
Mr, 
I 0. canons, poronaly I rosabis, 4, Urea — in 
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MEMORY AND SUCCESS. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
PHYSIOLOGICAL MEMORY. 


Art of Never Forgetting. Wholly unlike Mnemonics. 





PROF. LOISETTE. 


LOST MEMORIES RESTORED. 
The worst made good, and the best better. 





PROF. LOISETTE. 
CURE OF MIND WANDERING. 
Any book learned in one reading. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
PROSPECTUS POST FREE, 


Lectures in : Fae, Day and Evening Classes, 
Private Lessons, al BY POST. 


37, NEW OXFORD-STREET, Lonvon, We. 








ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD, 
Lonpon: 1, Moorgate- end na C. ApErpzrn: 3, 


INCOME & FUN D’ bape 
Fire Premiurs ... _ £ 
eo 


poe aay * at £2,890,00 0 


105,000 ACCIDENTS 
FOR WHICH 
TWO MILLIONS 
HAVE BEEN PAID AS 
COMPENSATION 
BY 
THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS ASSURANCE COMPANY 
64, CORNHILL. 
ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS, 
Paid-up and Invested Funds, Lense Premium 
Income, 3 
CHAIRMAN :—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Eso. 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 
Agents, or 


West-end Office:—8, Granp Horet BUILDINGS, 
CHARING Cross ; 











Or at the 

Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 

WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary 
ESTABLISHED 1961. 

CK BAN K.— 


B ise I Mal K B 
ae, Chancery-lane. 
roe ‘CENT INTEREST allowed on 


DEPOSITS, repay able on demand. 
TWO pe ENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOU? celeulated on the minimum monthly 


balances, when not drawn below £50. 

The undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables ; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Cou ons ; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, anc | Annuities. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issu 
The BIRKBECK ALMAN ACK, with full particu- 
sars, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
FPeSNISH_ yo ISH Ba HOUSES or APART- 
MENTS THR: 





The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1568. 
Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 


Illustrated p a aang mae with full particulars of 
terms, post-free. 
F. MOEDER, 249, and 250, Tottenham-court- 


and 


HURCH PREFEBMENT WANTED.— | & 
Private patrons, interested in the legitimate 
sale, by private treaty, of advowsons, presentations, 


road, = 19, 20, 21, "Morwell-street, W. Estab- 





&c., in favour of well-recommended cl mm, should 
refer to se aa PATRONS GAZETTE 
edited by Me Me wy ST. Associate Insti- 


oy ona for six 


tute of Actuaries, F R.GS., ke. 
Ww. Emery Srank & Co, 


25, Bedford-street, Btrant. 
| acme 1 ey WHISKY. 


Ke vet L L WHISKY. Pure, 


Mellow, Delicious and 
by tt Les Protenmion Profession 


Universally recommended 
DS Gag ed LL 
i Paneys aa WHISKY, 1878; 


Peles iegaans 
Exhibition, 1865, the Prize Medal. 
50, Great Thonteld-oerese, London, W. 








WHISKY. 
of O14 Irish Whiskies. 


VHISKY. Goid 





ORDINARY SHAPE, 8/6 To 70/- 
THE LARGEST STOCK OF BRIEF BAGS 


Bags made to order on the Premises in one day. 


R. 


FISHER’S BRIEF BAGS. 





PATENT OPENING, 30, To 100/- 


IN LONDON. 
Catalogues post free. 


FISHER, 188, STRAND. 








PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





Lay Copying and Gngrossing. 


with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale 
charges, A good Discount allowed on greed accounts | 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS O 

DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 

DEEDS, CONVEYAN CES, MORTGAGES, &e., Prinsed | 
in form for Registration. 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, pRarrs | 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 
at reduced prices. 


PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
{NG SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 


Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 


= Sea? ie a 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


Every requisite under ‘the ‘above Acts ‘supplied on the | 
shortest notice. 





ant BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and snes di as neva 
speedily printed in the a oe and 
distribution, SHARE C FIOATES, DAB DENTURES 

Ac., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 8 EALS designed 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(late ABH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


19, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, %.C. (corner 
cf Serjeante’ - -inn). 


“ Anoval and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
HODGKINSON & CO,’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 


and other PAPERS. 
THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 








Can be obtained through all Stationers, 


Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the Premises | 


F CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI | 


USE D. LEONARDT & Co. 1s “PENS EUREKA.” 


| pe ra 
TOUCHES THE 


PAPER THUS 





Semi-circular Pointed (H. Hewitt’s Patent), 2s. 6d. 
per gross. The only Pens which combine both ease 
and speed in writing. 


Sample boxes of two dozen sent post free for 7 
| stamps by IPPERFIELD & MESSENT, 8, 
| Newgate-street, E.C. Sole London Agents. 


Stephens 
Inks. 


SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 
DINNEFORD’S MAGNE SIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for 





WRITING 
AND 


COPYING 





ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 


GOUT and INDIGESTION 


And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions 
Ladies, Children, and Infants. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNFESTA. 
TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES 


RRnD AND 00.8 OWN SAUOF. 


WOUPs, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 











potteD MEATS and YORK and GAM« 
PIES, also | 





[ecenCs OF BEEF, BEEF THA, 
4 





i URTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





SF ROTRUIEERG for INVALIDS. 








CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Sole address, 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W, 

















